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SECOND YEAR EVALUATION OF AN AMERICAN MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION
PILOT PROGRAM: ADAPTING AND TESTING BUSINESS MANAGEMENT

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS

This report is a two-year evaluation program
designed to evaluate the American Management Association's
(AMA) pilot project to apply modified management practices
and techniques of business/industry to educational adminis-
trators. The first year's evaluation report was completed
and submitted on October 4, 1971 under Project No. 0-0793,
Grant No. OEG-0-70-5073.



PREFACE

Undertaking a report such as this almost inevitably
becomes a complicated, frequently dismaying and occa-
sionally exciting adventure in group research. This
preface outlines the chronology and the division of
responsibility for our study, and acknowledges the many
contributions that produced it.

The project began in August, 1970 with a meeting
between myself and lr. Lynn Tanner at the Federal Execu-
tive Institute in Charlottesville, Virginia. Mr. Tanner
was then a doctoral student in the Public Administration
Program of the Maxwell School, Syracuse University. I was
about to join the political science faculty at the same
institution. At the end of our first meeting, an all-day
session, we emerged with details of a new research design
that was necessary to strengthen the AMA's original
proposal and offer potentially greater validity to the
research findings as they became available. We explored
thoroughly all potential areas of measurement that might
appropriately be included in the evaluation, eliminated
many, added new ones, and strengthened some measures
that we agreed were important but vulnerable.

At the end of the day, Mr. Tanner and I believed
we had an intellectually sound, practically useful
research methodolog and set of research instruments. We
could not, however, be certain that a control group would
be added to the study. The American 1anagement Associa-
tion was very cooperative in aiding and insuring that a
comparable State Education Agency that would not receive
the training program would be included in the study.
Top administrators in the two experimental states also
were helpful in suggesting State Educational Agencies
which they believed were comparable to their own and to the
other experimental Educational Agency. With their help,
the control group was secured by summer's end.

The job of field research began; Fir. Tanner was
in the field at once, gathering the pre-training research
data, conducting intervlows and becoming acquainted with
personnel of both the training organization and the States
to be studied. In the year that followed, Mr. Tanner
spent many days observing every phase of the training
program, taking detailed notes on the material presented
by the AMA during its program, and strengthening
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relationships with personnel of all participating organi-
zations in order to gain a clear sense of events that
unfolded as the program and the evaluative research
proceeded.

Toward the end of June, 1971, all research data
had been collected and the tedious job of processing the
information began. The questionnaires were coded and
submitte6 to computer analysis, not without the problems
which usually occur at this stage of a research effort.
Mr. Emanuel Wald, a doctoral student in Public Administra-
tion at Syracuse University, spent hours struggling with
the problem of writing statistical programs, insuring
their procedural integrity and applying the programs to
our data.

At this juncture Mr. Kent Chabotar and "r. Stephen
Montgomery, both doctoral students in Public Administration,
became directly involved with the initial AMA research
project. Both had participated in the original meetings
which set up the first year's evaluation project, but they
had decided to concentrate on a second-year study of the
training's on-site impacts rather than on the training
program itself. To this end, they applied for, and
received from the United States Office of Education, a
grant to conduct this second-year evaluation.

Messrs. Chabotar and Montgomery began by helping
to complete the first-year report. Theirs was the
difficult task of assisting Mr. Tanner in content-coding
the tape-recorded, open-ended interviews he had conducted.
The research team deeply appreciates the secretarial help
which the AMA generously provided for the onerous task of
transcribing the first year's interview tapes into
typescript.

The problem of Messrs. Tanner, Chabotar, and Mont-
gomery was to develop a coding instrument that was fully
understood and meaningful to all three, and then to use
this instrument to code the interviews in a reliable
fashion. After a great deal of deliberation, conflict
and frustration, a viable instrument was produced and the
coding was accomplished. At last the coded information
was keypunched and subjected to computer analysis. We
labored mightily here, for we were convinced that this
research data must be trected with maximum rigor and in a
manner that was equitable to all parties.

In writing the report itself, I wanted to produce
a document that explicated as fully as possible the
contents of the AMA program, how it was conducted, when it
was implemented and with whom, and how much validity
could be attributed to the research findings due to the
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nature of the underlying research design. I was equally
concerned with choosing types of statistical analyses,
and with how the results of analysis would be used to make
decisions about the program's consequences during the first
year of subsequent operation in the experimental organiza-
tions.

In order to clarify these concerns, Mr. Tanner and I
worked, quite literally, night and day for 45 days. Great
mounds of planning and program documents were provided by
the AMA to Mr. Tanner; he had also taken many detailed
notes as he observed the programs. In many cases, none of
the documents provided precisely the information we needed
about the underlying assumptions and design parameters of
the training program. Consequently, we were forced to
examine all of the material with a careful, critical eye.

Because of the press of time in writing the
initial report, we felt it was impossible to produce a
document authored equally by both of us. I took responsi-
bility for writing the report, and did so. Tanner's
assistance throughout this period was extremely crucial,
for he spent many hours sharing his observational notes
and providing other important information which could have
been gained only in the field. Finally, after about 1600
man-hours of work the first year's report was finished
and forwarded to the AMA and the Office of Education in
October, 1971.

The second-year's evaluation effort as proposed by
Mr. Montgomery and Mr. Chabotar and funded by the Office
of Education began immediately after the first year
evaluation had been submitted.

Meetings were arranged among Messrs. Montgomery,
Chabotar, Tanner and myself to deepen Messrs. Montgomery
and Chabotar's understanding of events during the first
year of the evaluation and to lay groundwork for evaluating
the second year. Mr. Montgomery, Mr. Chabotar and I were
committed to improving the research process during the
second year and to refining the research. instruments used
during the first year.

These meetings produced, to cite two examples, a
reliability study of the research questionnaire and the
inclusion of a second Control State. The latter was
necessary because we had reason to believe that the
original Control State would become involved in the A!i
training program during the second year's evaluation.
The questionnaire's reliability study was designed to
insure that the instrument we had chosen would be reliable
in the research setting. The research instrument had been



usul many times and carefully studied before we applied it
to educational systems. Results of the reliability study
in our setting were gratifying. It strengthened our
confidence in the first year's findings and in the forth-
coming findings of the second year.

A number of new measures were added for the second
year study; these measures were geared to examine the output
factors that could be attributed to the training program.
We wanted to ask the question, "How much difference did the
training program make in the output of the organization?"
To our way of thinking, it was both appropriate and essen-
tial that this dimension be added to the second-year effort.
By the end of the second year, at least one year and in
some cases one and one-half years would have passed since
the training program--enough time to enable us reasonably
to expect organizational results from the training. We
decided also to include the Local !ducation Agencies in the
final or second year report for they had been excluded
from the first year's study.

Messrs. Chabotar and Montgomery began almost immedi-
ately to gather the third and later the fourth blocks of
research data. Given what I, as project director, had
learned from the first year, Messrs. Montgomery and Chabotar
and myself were able to work out a schedule which would
enable us to complete the report before the official dead-
line for submission.

The second year's study incorporates many features
of the first year's report and rests on that study.

Much of the report, particularly the introductory
chapters and the chapter on research design rely heavily
upon the first year's report. Frankly, I have made a
number of contributions to the written text and must be
held responsible for the overall tone and final interpreta-
tion of the results. Responsibility for any substantive
errors in the portrayal of the AMA program, the analysis
of the research design or the interpretation of statistical
data must rest with me. In addition, new material has
been added and key segments of the initial report have
been elaborated. Since we were able to foresee the
schedule which would be necessary to produce a final
report on time, this second-year evaluation was written
almost solely by Mr. Chabotar and Mr. Montgomery.

Having offered these caveats, I urge the reader to
recognize that the time..consuming and frustrating produc-
tion of a report which incorporates the first year study,
builds and extends through another year the measurement
of the variables studied originally, and adds and
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internrets new material from the second year, is almcst
entirely the consequence of the painstaking labors of mr.
Chabotar and Mr. Montgomery.

This preface would be woefully incomplete if we
failed to acknowledge the help of Dr. Frank Marini,
Director of the Public Administration Program at Syracuse
University, and that of his extraordinary secretary,
Mrs. Alondra Mariani.

On numerous occasions I took significant time from
Dr. :!arini's extremely busy schedule to discuss nroblems
of our research. 1!e was always helpful, offering useful
suggestions without presumption and listening attentively.
He is also to be thanked for his editorial work on the
first year's renort; Dr. Marini generously and at virtually
any time and place reviewed my text, often disrupting
both his personal and professional life to do so. During
the second year of the study, Dr. Marini worked to insure
that administrative and budgetary questions were resolved
to the satisfaction of all parties, and often and willingly
lent his ear for debriefing sessions similar to those of
the first year.

Mrs. Alondra Mariani is largely responsible for
keeping the research effort moving along. To her fell
the difficult task of staying abreast of the accounting
and administrative details of the project. She was
unfailingly helpful despite the added burden tht.t the
research project laid upon her already heavy walcload,
and we are deeply indebted to her.

Finally, it should be added that, as research
director, I was marvelously gratified to watch three
graduate students work responsibly and intensely together:
each made invaluable contributions to the research. As
the most significant indication of the collaborative
relationship they developed, each will prepare a doctoral
dissertation that incorporates data developed during both
years of the study. This is, to me, a remarkable achieve-
ment given the inherent competitiveness of graduate educe,-
tion and the tremendous ego investment that accompanies
dissertation research. On these grounds alone, though
many others could be added, it was gratifying to work
closely with Messrs. Chabotar, Montgomery, and Tanner.

This preface set out to show the complexity of
completing a research effort in wnat can be truly
described as a temporary social system. is this report
is completed, the members of this research team leave
Syracuse University for posts across the U.S. Mr. Tanner
has accepted an appointment as assistant professor of
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public administration at Florida International University;
Mr. Montgomery becomes a consultant for planning and manage-
ment development to the planning division of one of the
experimental State Departments of Education in our study;
Mr. Chabotar has been appointed an instructor in political
science at Michigan State University, while I have joined
the political science faculty of Louisiana State University
at New Orleans.

I close this preface with mixed feelings, therefore;
it marks the symbolic end of a two-year project which has
been, from the start, turbulent, often fun, sometimes
disappointing and marked by long hours of work.

Toward the end, the load was lightened by the ideas,
support and empathy of my closest friend and confidante,
Clare Donaher Kirkhart, who was willing to sacrifice many
weeks of the first seven months of our marriage to this
report.

Larry Kirkhart,
Research Director
July 17, 1972

New Orleans, Louisiana
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SUMMARY

This report presents a two-year, longitudinal
evaluation of the effects of a major training program
upon two State Educational Agencies and four Local
Educational Agencies. The program was designed by the
American Management Association to improve the process of
organizational planning in educational systems.

An elaborate evaluation procedure was developed to
provide a careful assessment of the consequences of the
training program. Top administrators who underwent the
major portion of the training effort were interviewed
four times: once before training began and three times
after the program was over. These interviews were spread
evenly over a two-year period. In addition, questionnaires
were administered to these same administrators and to
approximately 40 additional key organizational personnel,
at four intervals during the same period.

An analysis o.2 samples of the planning documents
which were produced through the training program and of
the extent to which they were implemented was also made.

The research design involved a control group which
provided a base of comparison in order to effectively
determine the results of the program.

Both the State Educational Agencies and the Local
Educational Agencies went through the training program
and both levels were encompassed by the evaluation.

Ter), effort was made to design the study around
the goa s the-TM:Ring organizatIOE-ia out to adffrOg:
border clarify the presentation-R. a complex set of
empirical findings, the data were organized into three
categories: Causal, Intervening and End-Result variables.

Causal variables were directly related to the stated
goals of the training program; they were the results the
AMA set out to accomplish. Intervening variables were
defined as the modes in which the organization functioned
internally; matters such as decision-making, leadership,
and team-management were considered. Each of the factors
we have called intervening variables were important
considerations in the presentation of the AMA training
effort.



End-Result variables are related to organizational
output; progress toward the accomplishment of an objective
spelled out in the organizational plan is one example;
another would be attitudes and beliefs of organization
members about progress toward accomplishing their objectives.

In each oategory, a large number of measures were
assessed. This information is summarized in the table
below. The reader will note that each category is broken
into two sub-headings, assessment of written documents
and interview/questionnaire data. T.he text offers an
explanation of precisely how each sub-area was assessed.
The written documents were judged against criteria which
are regarded by professional personnel as essential
elements in an effective written plan. The interview/
questionnaire material was subjected to careful statistical
analysis.

EVALUATION RESULTS

Total No.
Area of Measures Results

1. Causal Variables

83

Minimum Moderate Maximum
a. Written

Documents

b. Interview/
Questionnaire
Data

21 43 19

184

Negative,No Effect Positive

24 141 19

2. Intervening

94

Negative No Effect Positive
Variables

11 66 17

a. Interview/
Questionnaire
Data

3. End-Result

.50

UnacceEt....

No Effect

lampidile.,

23

-Positive

Variables

27

Negative

a. Written
Documents

b. Interviews/
Questionnaire
Data

18 1 15 2

429
.

.

xxiv
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A total of 429 measures were assessed, including 133
measures of written documents produced :.through the training
program and 296 measures produced through interviews/ques-
tionnaires. Evaluation of the written planning documents
was, at best, very difficult; thus every effort was made
to be as generous as possible in interpreting and applying
evaluative criteria. Based on this procedure, 48 of the
measures were found to be at minimum level, 66 at a
moderate level of development and 19 at the level we term
acceptable or maximum. The latter implies that the organi-
zation under scrutiny produced a written statement that is
unambiguous, clear and appropriately comprehensive;
"moderate" implies that the written material was under-
standable but was, in almost all cases, incomplete. An
"unacceptable" or "minimum" ranking indicates that the
measured area was not addressed at all or done poorly.

We conclude, therefore, that achievement of the
training program as evinced by written documents (organi-
zational planning materials) was only modestly successful.

Finally, we assessed a total of 296 interview/ques-
tionnaire measures and found that in 36 cases the AMA
program in organizational planning had produced negative
effects, in 222 cases it had produced no effects, and in
38 cases positive effects.

This is an extraordinarily poor level of achievement
by any standard. In short, as a result of the training
program, top administrators and key decisionmakers at both
the State Educational Agency level and the Local Educational
agency level did not, in general, change either their
beliefs about organizational planning or ti it perceptions
of how planning might be pursued by the organization.

The text that follows comprehensively analyzes
how the AMA effort affected each of the six experimental
organizations. Briefly, what occurred is this: On the
basis of the before-training measures, one of the experi-
mental organizations began at a much higher level of
performance than did the other five. At the close of our
study, it was the only organization to show even modest
improvement as a consequence of the program.

Overall, we are forced to conclude that the AMA
training -inia was unsuccessfUT during two years.
Given the cost oFthe program, the large number of manhours
it absoiEe37inirtEUmajor investment of.scarce human
eneFITTErepiriarle conclude that the ro mriRwards
are insUrficient to warrant the INEstment of pu

xxv
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PART I

ADAPTING AND TESTING BUSINESS MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS
FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS
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INTRODUCTION

In a fascinating study of the political vagaries
and administrative vicissitudes that accompanied
implementation of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, Stephen Bailey and Edith Mosher comment:

When ESEA was in its first weeks
and months of implementation . . .

the infrastructure of systematic
program evaluation was either
nonexistent or woefully primitive. 1

Since American educators have been preoccupied with
problems of evaluation for over 75 years, producing
hundreds of books, articles, case studies and research
reports on the issue, such a statement is unsettling.2

But it is essentially correct. Much of what has
passed for evaluation has been judged mediocre at best.3
Individual student or cohort performance has been
overemphasized at the expense of program, school district,
or larger concerns. The absence of an intermediate level
of analysis often forced a shotgun marriage between subjec-
tive descriptions and data displays or computer printouts,

'Stephen K. Bailey and Edith Mosher, ESEA: The
Office of Education Administers a Law (Syracuse: Syracuse
University Press, 1968), p. 102.

2See J. M. Rice, The Futility of the Spelling
Grind," Forum, XXIII (April/June, 1897), pp. 163-172,
409-419; Standards and Tests for the Measurement of the
Efficiency of Schools and School Systems, 15th Yearbook
of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part
2 (Chicago: University of Chicagb Press, 1916); L. J.
Cronbach, "Course Improvement Through Evaluation," Teachers
College Record, LXIV (May, 1963), pp. 672-683.

3
See Marvin Bressler and Melvin Tumin, Evaluation

of the Effectiveness of Educational Systems, vur-r-----
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1969);
Orville F. Poland, "Why Does Public Administration Ignore
Evaluation?" Public Administration Review, XXXI, 2 (March/
April, 1971), p. 201.
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yet forged no logical supporting links between them.4
Judgments of effectiveness were based on evaluations of
varied input data (student/teacher ratios, per pupil
expenditures, etc.) with only passing consideration of
the educational system's output, of its actual
accomplishments.5

This last concern expresses what in our view is the
most significant limitation of current evaluations: the
failure to compare precisely promise with performance so as
to separate effective from ineffective programs.

It is odd with so much investment
of hope we know so little about the
precise nature of the interrela-
tionships between stated aims and
actual outcomes. Apparently we now
lack both the intellectual apparatus- -
i.e. standards, theories, concepts,
indicators, tests, and new data--and
sufficient will that will permit us
to distinguish a 'success' from a
'failure.'6

Without such tools, we cannot be certain that the
projects we sponsor (whether pm training programs or
reading programs for inner-city children) are really worth
our money. Recent negative findings about some aspects
of performance contracting make it clear that no easy
solutions exist.

4In Organizations (New York: Wiley & Sons, 1958),
March and Simon discuss the application of a means-end
chain connecting nonoperational organizational goals and
individual task assignments as an aid to program evaluation.

5
For examples of this input oriented approach see:

National Study of Secondary School Standards, Evaluative
Criteria (Washington, D.C., 1960); North centrirEFOFTS-
1171Brcolleges and Secondary Schools, Policies and Cri-
teria for the Approval of Secondary Schools Wommission
on Secondary Schools, 1965-66) as noted by Henry Dyer,
State-Wide Evaluation - What are the Priorities? (Prince-
ton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1969), p. 8. See
also Norman Kurland, "Developing Indicators of Educational
Performance," a lecture presented at the 31st Educational
Conference sponsored by the Educational Record Bureau
(October, 1966), for a critique of this approach.

6
Bressler and Tumin, op. cit., p. 2.
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The evaluative situation has been improving, however.
The involvement of experimental states in the AMA training
program indicates that state and local education agencies
are moving toward comprehensive assessment of where they
are, where they want to go, and how they will recognize the
goal when they reach it.7 This phenomenon is caused partly
by Lederal guidelines that require systematic program
evaluation. u It has been influenced by improved evaluations
in the literature.9 But mostly it emerges from urgent
awareness that we must be able to assess whether the pro-
grams we administer and the projects we fund are helping
the children we teach and reaching the goals we set.

This trend can be demonstrated, at least in part,
through growing emphasis on testing in statewide assessment
programs. A 1968 Educational Testing Service survey showed
that 74 such testing programs already existed in 42 states,
with 18 states offering 2 or more programs. Twenty-two (22)
of the reporting states were concerned primarily to provide
schools with tests for use in guidance; 17 supplied tests
as a means of instructional evaluation; and 13 stressed tie

7The evaluative efforts of several state educational
agencies are described in Joan S. Beers, Educational
Qualit Assessment: The Ten Goals of Qualit Education
Harrisburg: Pennsylvania Department o E ucat on, 70);
James Mitchell et al., Program Planning and Evaluation
(Des Moines, Iowa: State Department of Public Instruction,
1971); Keith Crusi, Educational Needs Assessment: A State-
wide Design for Texas (Austin: State Education Agency,
1971); California School Boards Association, Implementation
& CSBA (Sacramento, 1968).

8Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Public Law
89-10, 89th Congress, HR 2362, Sec. 205(a), (5) and ( g);
see also: Norman Thomas, "Politics, Administration, and
American Education," Public Administration Review, XXX, 6
(November/December, 191b), p. 49.

9For a nonrepresentative sample of the more recent
studios see Joint Federal/State Task Force on Evaluation,
Comprehensive Evaluation System: Current Status and
Developmental Requirements (Washington, D.C.: Scientific
Educational Systems, Inc., 1970); Jack C. Merwin, "Evalua-
tion Designs and Instruments," from a symposium "The World
of Evaluation Needs Reshaping" at the annual meeting of
AERA (Februazy, 1969); James W. Guthrie, "A Survey of School
Effectivenesr Studies," a paper presented at the annual
meeting of AY RA (March, 1970).
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evaluation of individual student progress." More recent
evidence indicates that not only are more testing programs
being administered in more states and localities, but
student achievement is more heavily stressed as well.

In program evaluation, as in public administration
generally, there is no "one best way." The alternative
techniques and criteria are too numerous to be listed
here. As C. Robert Pace points out: ". the character-
istics of good evaluation differ depending on what is
being evaluated, why, and by whom. Evaluation cannot be
described by a single set of rules."11 Yet approaches to
evaluation generally rest upon three preconditions of
empirical methods:1z

1. Reliability: Whatever the evaluative
instruments measure, they
measure consistently.

2. Validity: The instruments measure
what they are supposed to
measure.

3. Relevance: Evaluation results are
germane to experiential
problems, not merely to
theoretical constructs.
Whenever evidence produced
by an instrument continu-
ally fails to affirm ex-
periential observations and
theory derived from it, the
evaluation itself may appro-
priately be questioned.13

10
Educational Testing Service, State Testing Pro-

grams: A Survey of Functional_ Tests, Materials, and
services ('Princeton, N.J., 1901).

11
C. Robert Pace, Evaluation Perspectives 1968 (Los

Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation, University
of California at Los Angeles, 1968).

12
Adapted from Ben K. Gold, "Evaluation of Programs,"

paper presented at a conference sponsored by the Compensa-
tory Education Project, Coordinating Board, Texas College
and University System, 5-6 April 1971.

13
Egon G. Guba provided us with a dramatic example

at the 1969 AERA meeting. It concerned the "evaluation"
of the Higher Horizons program in New York City. "Test
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Even the most valid, reliable, relevant evaluation
plan will fail unless the evaluators carefully administer
it, and unless the people being evaluated appreciate the
plan's usefulness and commit themselves to implementing
it. This commonplace is rarely realized in the field.
According to Robert Randall, there is "a timeworn and oft-
recurring spectacle of the frantic but finally productive
researcher-evaluator, who rushed into the executive
offices with his data analysis finally complete, his
report prepared and in hand, only to find that the execu-
tives, several months previously, had made the important
decisions that locked up the monies and committed the
organization the ensuing months ahead."14

Finally, all parties must realize that while more
should be demanded of evaluation theory and practice than
we have so far received, we should not err by demanding
more than evaluation can give.15 Problems in controlling
for environmental determinants,16 unanticipated interven-
tions, respondent bias, political influences17 etc.i make

data failed to affirm what supervisors, teachers, and clients
insisted was true--that the program was making a difference
so great that it simply could not be abandoned."

14
Robert S. Randall, "Knowledge About Decision Pro-

cesses and Information," paper presented at the annual
meeting of AERA (February, 1969).

15
Henry Dyer, "Hew Precise Can Measurement Be?" in

Evaluation and Christian Education (New York: National
Council of Churches, 1960); Robert E. Stake, "Language,
Rationality, and Assessment," in Walcott Beatty (ed.),
Da roving Educational AsSessment and an Inventory of
Measures o A ective Be av or (Was ington, D.C.: Associ-
ation for Supervin and Curriculum Development, 1969),
pp. 35ff.

16
See Austin D. Swanson, "Cost-Utility Analysis and

Educational Decision-Making," in Gerald G. Mansergh, S stems
Aroaches to the liana ement of Public Education (Detro t:
,etropo an Detro t Bureau o c oo Stu es, Inc., 1969),
pp. 15-16; see also: Paul R. Mott and Orlando Furno, Theory
and Synthesis of a Sequential Simplex: A Model for Assessing
the Effectiveness of Administrative Policies (New York: The
Institute of Administrative Research, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1960). Mott and Furno conclude that
about 2/3 of the variance in educational output is due to
the environment, leaving only 1/3 of the variance to be
explained by decisions of school boards and administrators.

17
J. R. Schlesinger, Systems Analysis and the Politi-

cal Process (Santa Monica, California: The RAND Corporation,
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attempts to give "money-back guarantees" of any evaluation,
particularly in education, fatuous. On the other hand, the
need for educational evaluation is so pressing that any
attempt, however approximate, seems more useful than none.

The present report continues evaluation of the
American Management Association's pilot project to apply
to educational administration modified management and
planning techniques drawn from business and industry.
The report is divided into three parts.

Part I reviews the AMA's training program, "Adapting
and Testing Business Management Development Programs for
Educational Administrators," which was funded by the USOE
(Contract * OEG-0-70-5070) during the period 7/1/70-6/3001.
The First year's evaluation (Y1)(1970-1971) and findings18
are also reviewed and the focus of the present evaluation
(Y2)(1971-1972) will be presented. This section intends
to provide an overview of the training project and the
two-year evaluation.

Part II details the research methodology of this
project. The relationship between the First and Sedond
year's evaluations is presented, together with the design,
methodologies, data-gathering techniques, and statistical
tools employed. Attention will also be given to questions
of validity and their implications for our summary findings.

Part III presents the findings and analysis of the
evaluation project. Again, the connection between the
First and Second year evaluation projects is emphasized.
As in the first year evaluation/most of the present
evaluation studies the impact of training on the State
Education Departments (SED's). The training program's

1967), pp. 7, 29. See also: Aaron Wildaysky, "The
Political Economy of Efficiency: Cost Benefit Analysis,
Systems Analysis, and Program Budgeting," Public Adminis-
tration Review (December, 1966), pp. 292-310.

18
This report was submitted to the Office of Educa-

tion with only Frank Marini's name on the cover page; it
was, however, never Dr. Marini's intent to receive credit
for authorship of the report. The cover page appeared as
it did simply because of a misunderstanding of legal
requirements.

The report was actually authored by Larry Kirkhart,
the research director, and Mr. Lynn Tanner. Hereafter the
present report will refer to the Kirkhart and Tanner
authorship. Larry Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation
for Center for Planning and Development of the American
Management Association." Report submitted to the American
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effect on local Educational Agencies (LEA's) will be
presented for both years, since no evaluation of the
impact of training on LEA's was offered in the first
year's report.

Management Association and the United States Office of
Education, Syracuse University, October, 1971.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE AMERICAN MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION'S PROGRAM
DESIGN AND ITS EVALUATION

Section 1: The American Management Association's
Proposal of 1970

The AMA's initial proposal rested on the proposi-
tion that certain business management practices and skills
co'ild be modified and effectively applied to education.
After some observation and discussion with educational
administrators, the AMA had concluded that:

. . . most school administrators
need to improve their knowledge of
the theories as well as develop
their skills in applying the prac-
tices of management . . . that
knowledge of the means, plus skills,
plus motivation for effective imple-
mentation of means to solve problems,
are needed administrative capabili-
ties in the nation's educational
systems.J.

Specifically, the proposal set forth two objectives:

1) determining the feasibility of
developing and applying the AMA's
management development programs
to education and

2) to introduce the educational
programs into representative
multi-state, multi-level group§
of educational administrators.r

1Feasibility and Pilot Program Proposal: Adapting
and Testing Business Management Development Programs for
Educational Administrators," American Management Associa-
tion, June 22, 1970 (Mimeographed), pp. 2-3.

2
Ibid., p. 4.

1
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Organizations involved in the pilot project were
two state departments of education and four local school
districts, two in each of two states.

The proposal listed fourteen specific training goals.
Each participating state education agency would demonstrate
to an independent team of reviewers the degree to which
these goals had been reached. It was not assumed that all
the goals would be fully realized during the first year.

The goals were:

1) an agreed-upon definition of the
agency's mission,

2) established, continuing objectives
and planning procedures for long-
range achievement of the institu-
tion's mission,

3) identified resources and constraints,

4) differentiated between where the
institution is going and where it
wants to go,

5) modified previously established
objectives,

6) identified and analyzed alternative
courses of action,

7) determined priorities,

8) made strategic action assignments,

9) defined standards of performance
for key administrators,

10) specified task completion dates,

11) designed supplementary planning
efforts,

12) assigned responsibilities to sub-
ordinate units',

13) designed a metnodology by which
future performance may be evaluated
in relation to the performance
specified in the plan,
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14) produced and are implementing a
long-range strategic plan.3

Section 2: The Training Format
4

To achieve these goals the AMA utilized a format of
training developed over a number of years of work with
business organizations. The training program package was
divided into three distinct parts and adapted to the
special needs of the educational agencies.

Program components were (1) the Management Course
for Presidents (MCP), (2) the Top Management Briefing (TMB),
and (3) the Educational Planning Process (EPP). These
were presented in order to each state department of educa-
tion, though the local educational agencies were not
offered the MCP.

The three programs are described below with special
emphasis on their design and content.

1. The Management Course for Presidents (MCP)

Change
Target:

Duration:

Location:

Type of
Program:

State Superintendent of Education

41/2 days

AMA Grove Training Center in Hamilton, New York

Stranger Training Situation. Designed for chief
executives who represent their organizations.
Rarely does more than one participant from the
same organization enroll. Total number of
participants is approximately 24, including the
trainer.

3Ibid., pp. 4-5.

4For a more detailed discussion of the training
strategies employed by the AMA the reader is directed to
the First Year's Evaluation Report. Larry Kirkhart and
W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation for Center for Planning and
Development of the American Management Association."
Report submitted to the American Management Association
and the United States Office of Education, Syracuse
University, October, 1971. See especially Chapter One,
"Professionalizing Management and Planning: A Strategy
for Change."



Program
Goal:

Program
Content,
Learning
Format,
and
Input
Control:

14

As stated in the AMA's handbook the MCP is
designed ". . . to bring top - management people
up-to-date on the status of management as a
profession, and to acquaint them with the kind
of formal education and training tbat is avail-
able to the professional manager."

Training Content

% of
Program
Time

Learning
Format

Input Con-
trolled
by6

(In order presented)
#1- Management

Theory &
FEFEr3g 13.4 Lectures

by AMA
represen-
tatives

AMA
- Management as

a Profession
- Principles of
Management

- Pattern of
Management
Action

- Major skill
of Management

- Management
Ethics

#2- Communication 7.1 Supple-
mented
with

- Leadership
Communications

#3- Planning 14.3 visual
aids- Setting Corp.

Objectives
- Strategic &

Operational
Planning

#4- Organization
freariFilc-
Tice 13.4 Occasion-

al didac-
tic in-
teraction
with

- Manager Man-
power Planning

5 "Purpose of a Presidents Association Management
Briefing." Taken from notebook material distributed by
the AMA in The Presidents Association Notebook, American
Management Association, 1970.

6
This listing of program content was developed by

the First Year's research team. Kirkhart and Tanner, 22,..
p. 6.
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- Organizing
Management
Team

#5- Climate
=-Efriating Man-

agement Team
- Climate for
Growth of Top
Management
Personnel

lecturer
or other
partici-
pants

#6- Control 17.0
- Controlling
Management
Team

- Developing Man-
agerial Standards
of Performance

- Implementing
Concept of
Professional
Mgm't.

#7- Leadership 7.1
- Assur ng a
Dynamic Organi-
zation V

General Discussions 12:5 Led by AMA Primarily

#1- Mgm't. Theory
represen-
tative;
orienta-

AMA
Secondar-
ily by

#2- Planning tion:
client to
client
reactions

client

Small Group Discussion 2.7 Leaderless
task ori-

Shared
between

#1- Planning ented
groups.

AMT1 and
client

Client to
client
reactions

. Top Management Briefing (TMB)

Change
Targets: Program presented to the most influential organiza-

tional members of SEA and Local School Districts:
State Superintendent and eleven of his associates/
deputies.
The Director of Program Services in each state and



Duration:

Location:

Type of
Program:

Program
Goals:

Program
Content,
Learning
Format,
and #1- Management Theory
Input & Practice
Control: - Management as a

Profession

16

eleven of his subordinates.
From each of the: Local School Districts the Super-
intendent and his eleven most important advisors.
Total personnel involved: Approximately 48.

31/2 days - Presentations made separately to State
Department personnel and then to Local Educational
Agency personnel in each state.

At training site near focal organization

A Modified Diagonal Program. The sessions were
composed of members from the same organization, but
different ranks and from different departments.
However because of the special nature of the organi-
zations involved there were cases where persons
from the same department were present at the
sessions.

The primary purposes of the TMP was to spread
knowledge of modern management practices throughout
key roles in SEA and Local School Districts and:

1. to motivate educators to consider the
application of principles, policies,
and purposes of modern management;

2. to develop a practical, results-oriented
centrum of knowhow and experience upon
which administrators may draw to cope
effectively with current problems in
educational administration; and

3. to create a means through which adminis-
trators may exchange information as to
the effectiveness of various approaches
to particular problems and minimize
duplication of experimentation and
repetitious failures.7

Training Content

% of
Program
Time

Learning
Format

13.8 Lectures
by AMA
represen-
tatives

Input Con-
trolled

by

7American Management Association, "Feasibility and
Pilot Program Proposal," 22. cit., p. 6.

8Kirkhart and Tanner, sit. cit., p. 9.
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- Principles of
Management

- Pattern of
Management
Action

- Major Skill of
Management

- Management
Ethics

#2- Planning
- Strategic and
Operational
Planning

#3- Organization
Theory & Practice
- Organizing the
Mgmt. Team

#4- Climate
Assuring Dynamic
Organization

- Growth of Man-
agement Personnel

#5- Control
- Controlling the
Mgmt. Team

- Developing Mana-
gerial Standards
of Performance

#6- Training
-717E017w of

Strategic Educa-
tional Planning
Process (to be
held in Hamilton,
New York)

#7- Leadership
- Styles of Leader-

ship
- Application of
Mgmt. Principles
to Education

11.6

10.5t

Supple-
mented
with
visual
aids

Occasion-
al didac-
tic in-
teraction
with
lecturer
or other
partici-
pants

General Di ,ussions

#1- Group Leaders
Reports on "Organ-
izing Mgmt. Team"

#2- Summary & Conclu-
sions: TMB

#3- TMB Program
Feedback

12.6 Led by
AMA
represen-
tative;
orienta-
tion:
client to
client
reactions

Primar-
ily AKA
Second-
arily by
client
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Small Group Discussion

#1- Organizing the
Mgmt. Team

7.4 Leaderless,
task ori-
ented
groups.
Orienta-
tion:
client to
client
reactions

Shared
between
AKA and
client

3. Educational Planning Process (EPP)

Change
Targets:

Duration:

Location:

Type of
Program:

Program
Goals:

Program presented to Top Management groups who were
viewed as crucial to the implementation of program
in each state:
State Superintendent and eleven of his associates/
deputies.
The Director of Program Services in each state and
eleven of his subordinates, and separately to two
local school superintendents and eleven of their
subordinates.
Total persons involved: 48.

Two 5 day training sessions separated by at least
4 weeks for each of the four groups in each state.

AMA Grove Training Center in Hamilton, New York.

Family Program. Composition of the program parti-
cipants made up of organizational leader and his
subordinates.

Build an effective work group which would do the
following:

First Week: 1. develop a definition of the
agency's mission

2. analyze the agency's resources
3. establish continuing objectives

for the agency
4. develop specific objectives and

set priorities
5. determine informational needs to

evaluate alternative courses of
action



Program
Content,
Learning
Format,
and
Input
Control:
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6. assign specific data gathering
tasks and set due dates.

Second Week: 1. define planning gaps - the
difference between where the
agency is and where it wants
to go

2. modify preliminary objectives
3. analyze alternative courses of

action open to the agency
4. finalize priority decisions
5. develop specific action assign-

ments and supporting standards
of performance and estimated
times of completion.9

Training Content

% Of
Program
Time

Learning
Format

Input Con-
trollby1ed

0

F

R
S
T

T
R
A
I
N
I
N
G

S
E
S
S
I

0
N

#1- Mission
- Organizations

function
- Justification

for Continued
Societal
Support

- Focus for Re-
sources to be
Applied

#2- A1191B92WAVILE
ature of

Institution
- Capability &

Limitations
- Factors under

Institutional
Control
- Organization
- Beliefs
- Characteris-

tics
- Functions
- Resources
- Strengths
- Weaknesses

Variable
and sit-
uational,
depend-
ing upon
problems

All
areas to
be
covered
as com-
pletely
as pos-
sible by
end of
week.

Parameters
of learn-.
ing pro-
cess,
steps and
procedures
defined
by AMA.
Client
learning
to occur
through
inter-
personal
interac-
tion- -
client to
client
and cli-
ent to
AMA re-
source
person.
All
learning
outcomes

AMA and
client
(Discus-
sion of
boundar-
ies and
depth
largely
controlled
by AMA
represen-
tative;
specific
problems,
documents,
organiza-
tional
contexts,
and or-
ganiza-
tional
processes
defined
by client)

9AMA, "Feasibility and Pilot Program Proposal," 92.
cit., pp. 7-11.

10
Kirkhart and Tanner, 2E. cit., pp. 14-15.
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#3- External Analysis
- Factors Outside

the Control of
the Organiza-
tion (i.e. ex-
ternal con-
straints)
- Trends
- Rate of Change
- Kind of Change

- Assumptions
About Future

#4- Objectives
- Desired Results
or Ends
- Quantitative

Terms
- Specify Means

for Evaluation
- Short, Long

Range or Con-
tinued Objec-
tives

- Differentia-
tion of Ends
from Means

45- Intersession
As
- Data Necessary

to Development
of Strategies
to Accomplish
Each Objective
- Eistorical
Perform. Data

- Cost Data for
Cost/Benefit
Analysis of
Alternatives

- Data Necessary
for Organization-
al Evaluation

are the
respon-
sibility
of the
client
(not
AMA)

Intersission Break: Return to Organization for
Minimum of four weeks

*6- Priorities
7.717FIEERT Ranking

of Objectives
'Based on Team
Evaluation of



S
E
C
0
N
D

T
R
A
I
N
I
N
G

R
0
G
R
A
M
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Resource Allo-
cation
- Sense of

Urgency
- Cost of Imple-
mentation

- Probability
of Success

- Long-term vs.
Short-term
Benefit

- Public Demands
07- Strategies

- Means to Achieve
faiats Specified
in Objectives

Development of
Alternatives

- Cost/Benefit
Analysis Before
Strategy
Decision

08- Programs
- Specific Results

- Delegation to
a Person

- Acceptable Tar-
get Date (mutu-
ally agreed)

- Sum of all Pro-
grams Equal to
Results Antici-
pated in Specific
Objectives

09- Planning Schedule
ScheduleUrEFETnts
& Target Dates
- Insure Planning

is "Way of Life"

Section 3: Th.3 AMA Strategy for Change

In analyzing the AMA's training process and its
potential impact on organizational systems, two factors
were thought critical. First, the type of training
program was viewed as affecting the program's effect on
organizational behetvior and goal attainment. Second, how
the program was implemented reflected basic beliefs about
attitude change and in turn affected the possibility of
changing trainee attitudes.11

1 lIbid., pp. 30-34.
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The Yl research team determined that the program
was implemented primarily by means of attitude change
through the trainees' compliance and identification with
concepts, experiences, and values presented by the AMA.12
This method may be contrasted with seeking attitude change
through internalization of change.13

The methods of input control used in the training
indicated that if any attitudes were to be changed, they
would alter through compliance and identification. As
indicated in the display of the training format above,
approximately 80% of program time was controlled by the
AMA lecturer. In this context, for change to occur, the
training participants must comply and identify with the
concepts, experiences, and values presented by the
trainer. As the first yea,-'s evaluation pointed out, this
process can be termed an Informational method of change, a
method heavily dependent on the quality of the information
imparted to the client and on the client's need for that
specific information.

The Educational Planning Process (EPP) program
differed from the MCP and TNB by dispersing control over
program input. However, the primary means of obtaining
attitudinal change was again defined as compliance and
identification. Although the EPP input was largely
determined by the client group, who were invited to
discuss organizational issues, goals, interaction of
administrators with each other, etc., the trainer acted
to establish and clarify the boundaries of legitimate
discussion and insured that each step of the planning
process, as defined by the AMA, was accomplished as fully
as possible. ."n attempt was made to maximize the level

12Ibid., p. 127.

13In analyzing the AMA's approach toward attitude
change, the First Year's research team developed a typology
of attitude change comnosed of compliance, identification,
and internalization. Compliance was defined as learning
to say or do the expected thing regardless of the indi-
vidual's private beliefs. Change through identification
was defined as acceptance both privately and publicly
which is evoked when the individual is acting within the
relationship upon which the identification is based.
Change through internalization, on the other hand, was
defined as the acceptance of influence from outside forces
because the nature of the influence is congruent with the
person's value system. These concepts were drawn from:
Herbert C. Kelman, "Processes of Opinion Change," Public
Opinion Quarterly, XXV (Spring, 1951), pp. 57-78. -TEM,
p. 34.
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of rational dialogue and exchange of opinion. 14 Because
the possibility of internalization of attitude change is
optimized when both logical discussion and affect are
considered, the first year research team did not believe
that internalized attitude change would be produced in
the EPP.15 However, because this family or team program
involved an organizational superior and his subordinates,
any changes due to the training program were viewed as
products of the EPP's impact on role relationships and
group standards.

Based on an analysis of five different types, of
training programs the Y1 research team classified the AMA
programs as follows:16

Change Emphasis of AMA Program

Type of
Training
Program

Individual
Awareness
Knowledge

,

Inter-Personal
Expectations of
Role Relations
& Group
Standards

Inter-Group
Standards of
Appropriate
Relation-
ships

Stranger

Primary

Primary

Secondary

Tertiary

Primary

Secondary

Tertiary

plum:
MCP

Diagonal
Prone:
Wig

Family
Program:
EPP

14
Kirkhart and Tanner, 22. cit., p. 128.

15
Ibid.

17

16
Other types of training programs analyzed were the

Cousin Program which, like those mentioned in the text, was
adopted from Warren Bennis Changing Organizations (New
York, 1966), pp. 120-121 and the Inter-Department Program
adopted from Jack Fordyce and Raymond Weil, Managing With
People (Reading, Mass., 1971), pp. 124-130. Ibid., pp. 11-33.

17
This chart was adopted from the First Year's

report. Ibid., p. 35.
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In the stranger_program (MCP), potential organiza-
tional change 351700i6HEgeEapacity of a single person
to return to the organization and change it. In the
diagonal program (TMB), most of the potential for change
is based on the capacity of individuals who return to
highly influential roles in the organization and effect
changes based on their new knowledge and awareness. The
family program (EPP) seemed most promising since one goal
of the program was to cause changes in expectations about
role relationships and group standards of behavior among
the management teams involved in the training.

Based on the assumption that the likelihood of
organizational impact is related to training design and
the number and types of people who tiiIEWthe YI research
team c Witthe greatest impact and the linkages
between the training and organizational change were in (1)
individual awareness/knowledge and (2) interpersonal
expectations of role relationships and group standards.
These variables are the channels for transmitting change
which the AMA program depended unon to introduce and
support more effective planning.

Section 4: The First Year's Evaluation (Y1)

For the purposes of the Yl's evaluation the research
team placed primary emphasis on measuring the oitcomes of
the Educational Planning Process, a decision taken for
several reasons. First, the EPP training program objec-
tives were most directly related to the utcome goals stated
by the 2'21A for the entire pilot project.' (See page 12
of this report for a list of these outcome goals.)

Second, the EPP was designated as the ". . . most
potent force of organizational change . . ." in the program
packages offered by the AMA." This program was the
beneficiary of whatever change occurred in the MCP and
TM . In addition, the EPP program format gave participants
time to return to their organizations to continue the
processes begun &ring the first week of the EPP. This

1
8Ibid., p. 36.

19
See page 12 of this report for a list of these

outcome goals.

2
°Kirkhart and Tanner, op. 'cit., p. 129.
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procedure provided the greatest potential for effecting
change in the organizations.21

Finally, as a family program the EPP seemed most
likely to encourage change through the conceptual linkages
of (1) role relations and group standards and (2) individ-
ual awareness/knowledge. For change in the organizations
to occur, it would have to be transmitted through changes
in these attitudes.22

Thus, based on the analysis of the training design
and methods of implementation,the Yl evaluation centered
on the problem of measuring (1) changes in individual
awareness/knowledge and (2) changes in interpersonal expec-
tations of role relationships and group standards. The
measures of these areas were related to the goals of train-
ing in order to assess the impact of the program.

Since the AMA program had been completed only a short
time before the Yl evaluation, the research team felt it
was inappropriate to explore the question to what extent
the plans prepared during the EPP were being acted upon
in the experimental organizations.

We emphasized the attitudinal change which would be
a necessary but not sufficient basis for changing the
planning process in the organizations. Unless attitudes
shifted to emphasize organizational planning, and in a way
aligned with the AMA's approach, it would be
difficult to foresee that behavior and ultimately organi-
zational output would change in order to implement the
plans set forth during the EPP. To measure the impact of
the training on the attitudes of the participants, the
research team employed Likert's concept of causal and
intervening variables.23

21Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psychology
of Organizations (New York, 1966), pp. 390-391.

22The First Year's Evaluation stressed the central
importance of linkages in producing change and the differ-
ence between linkages and program content. For change to
occur, its preconditions must be transmitted. Training
program content is important, but is obviously futile if it
is not transmitted to the change targets in a manner which

iinsures, or at least increases the probability, that they
will adopt it. Rirkhart -end Tanner, 22. cit., p. 36.

23
Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York,

1967), pp. 28-29.
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The causal variables were organized into a broad
category called Organizational Planning. These independent
variables can be altered or changed by the organization
and its management and require individual knowledge/aware-
ness. In the Yl report they were divided into sub-sets
as follows: (1) Definition of the Mission of the Organi-
zation, (2) Mobilization of Organizational Planning, (3)
Operational Impact of Training on Organizational Planning,
and (4) Credibility of the Planning PINcess. These sub-
sets contained 22 research variables, g4 all related to the
stated goals of the AMA for the Organizational Planning
Process.

A second broad category was established to reflect
Likert's concept of intervening cariables. Registering
the internal state and health of the organization, these
variables touched upon what the AMA called professional
management, i.e., leadership, control, motivation, etc.
The category of variables was called Role Relationships
and Group Standards by the Yl evaluation. It was divided
into three sub-sets: (1) Leadership, (2) Decision-Making,
and (3) the Management Team. These sub-sets contained
17 research variables.43 These variables were related to
the process of managing the organization and were
presumed to be affected by the MB.

Given the design of the AMA program and its emphasis,
if organizational change occurred we concluded that
measurable changes must have occurred within these broad
categories.

In order to provide a valid basis of assessment of
the effects of training, the research team added a control
group to the organizations to be studied, a comparable
state department of education. A Non-Equivalent Control
Group research design, to be discussed in detail in Part
II of this report, was thus established.

Section 5: Summary of the First Year's Evaluation Findings

The findings reported after the Yl's evaluation
concerned only the two state departments of education--
referred to here as State El and State E2.

The overall conclusion of the research team was
that ". . .7E-afect of traiRing during Tait year

2
4Kirkhart and Tanner, 22. cit., pp. 39-40.

25Ibid.
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of evaluation was very limited in experimental State El
and 'lifted inEiperimentirEate E2. Z5

Area 1: Organizational Planning

No significant changes were registered in either
organization in terms of the variables set to measure
changes in defining the mission of the organization or in
mobilizing organizational planning. In fact, seven cases
of negative effects were measured. The data suggest that,
at the time of measurement, no positive effects regarding
the specific training goals had emerged.

There were positive effects experienced in State
E2 under the sub-set of variables dealing with the operation-
al impact of organizational planning. The participants'
perceptions changed in a positive direction concerning the
operability of the organization's overall plan, goals, and
policy statements.

The measurement of variables related to the credibil-
ity of planning also showed no effect for either state
except that State E2 did show a positive effect toward the
role of planning in the SED.

Area 2: Role Relationshi s and Grou Standards

An analysis of the variables related to changes in
Role Relationships and Group Standards revealed only seven
areas of positive effects out of a total of 18 variables
measured.

The apparent--though limited -- positive effect upon
State E2 as compared with State El was--in the considered
judgment of the Y1 research team--the result of the unin-
tentional development of two different training designs.27

This development occurred in implementation of the
Educational Planning Process. The EPP was designed to be
presented first to each State Superintendent and to his
eleven deputies/associates over a period of two weeks. The
program was divided into two segments by a four week
intersession between the first and second weeks of the
EPP. A second EPP was then scheduled to be administered

..01111.1

26
Ibid.. P. 136.

27
Ibid., p. 132.
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to each Deputy Superintendent in charge of program
Services and to eleven of his subordinates. This was the
manner of implementing the program in State El.

In State E2 however, it was decided to expand the
first EPP by one week because more time was required to
complete the training process. There was also a 50%
overlap of personnel between the Superintendent's group
and that of the Deputy for program service's group. Thus,
the first group in State E2 took three weeks of the EPP,
returning to Hamilton twice.

As State El did not undergo an identical training
period, the First Year research team determined that a
different training design had been used, and explained the
slight difference in terms of positive effects observed in
the experimental states.

Section 6: The Present Evaluation Project: Focus and
Intent of the Second Years Evaluation

Assessin5 Management Training

Judging the effectiveness of managerial training
is an important part of the overall evaluation of efforts
to improve organizational performance. The part, like
the whole, certainly needs improvement. We lack reliable
evidence of the extent to which training programs induce
positive changes in participants' attitudes and actions.28
In the present evaluation we have attempted to evaluate
the impact of training in both respects.

Area 1:

Concerning attitudes, an evaluation which focused
on attitudes observed during the training process may
sometimes underestimatc7717sometimes exaggerate the impact
of the program. Some effects appear later. Others persist
relatively intact for a lifetime. Residual effects often
become dissipated by maturation, experience, and
plain forgetfulness. It is misleading to assume, there-
fore, that attitudes measured by an immediate on-site
postevciluation will remain at similar levels for long;
To base a judgment of "success" or "failure" on such
short-term data is premature.29

28
John A. Rehfuss, "Executive Development: Execu-

tive Seminar Style," Public Administration Review, XXX, 5
(September/October, lrroT7rTSrd7--

29
See Warren G. Findley, "Ueasurement and Research in
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This common practice was carefully avoided by the
Yl evaluation team. Rather than gather data at the train-
ing site, the team assembled data before the trainees
left the organization as well as aria they returned to
the organization and became immersed in their normal
organizational roles. One of the objectives of Y2 evalua-
tion was to extend the time frames of the Yl effort to
understand more fully the longer term effects of the AMA's
training on participant attitudes.

Area 2:

On the action side of the evaluation ledger, a
longitudinal perspective is very important. Specifically,
we need to know as much as possible about the effects of
time and the environment on the plans produced during AMA
training in order to assess more effectively the impact
of the program.

The props ad evaluation is based
on the prtmise that a thorough
evaluation of the pilot training
project and its implications for
the improvement of the management
of public institutions requires an
understanding of its impact over
time on the participants and their
educational systems. What happens
to the participants and the newly
developed planning systems beyond
the initial training period? Are
they able to make a significant
improvement in the management of
the educational system? What are
the unforeseen problems and/or
consequences which only become ap-
parent with time? . . . In short,
what is the impact of the AMA's "
pilot project in th,1 real world?'"

the Service of Education," address to Division D, Measure-
ment and Research Methodology, AERA (March, 1970), p. 6ff.

30Kent J. Chabotar and Stephen H. Montgomery,
"Second Year Evaluation of USOE /2'MA Pilot Program: Adapt-
ing and Testing Business Management Development Programs
for Educational Administrators," April 10, 1971 (mimeo).
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In this second area we paid particular attentiw
to plan effectiveness, the extent to which the output"
of the planning system34 and the entire educational
agency achieves the continuing objectives and specific
objectives of the plans developed during and after AMA
training. In this context we are specifically interested
in what we have defined as two levels of the planning
system's output.

Intermediate Output:

The intermediate output of the planning system is
defined here as the plans produced in the system after
training by the AMA. Selected plans will be evaluated by
criteria that express a "good" plan.

Final Output:

We have defined final output as actual measured
progress toward the specific and continuing objectives
stated in the planning documents.

Each of these seams equally important to us.
Well developed plans are an essential precondition of
the achievement of strategies and objectives. Plans are
merely meaningless paper if they do not lead to the
measured attainment of goals and objectives.

Finally, since this evaluation primarily proposes
to examine the impact of the organizational environment
on the planning approach developed by the AMA, we will
describe changes proposed by the participants for their
planning system.

Within both areas, attitudes and organizational
action, we have studied the impacts of the training on
selected variables, not only on the two experimental
state education departments (SED's) but also on two
participating local education agencies (LEA's) in each
state.

31
Defined as the plans and planning services made

available by the planning system to other elements
internal and external to the agency.

32
Defined as the set of interrelated elements

within the educational agency which combine to produce
planning output.
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Our examination covers a wide range of instruments
frcm interviews to observations, and from open-ended to
scaled response questionnaires. Its conclusions will be
strengthened by comparing the results in the experimental
SED's and LEA's with those in agencies which did not
receive the same training at the same time or received
none at all. These "comparison" groups have been drawn
from two additional SEC's and from another LEA in each
experimental state. gore about this in our next section
on methodology.
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PART TWO

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
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INTRODUCTION

Research design is a critical factor in evaluating
the effects of any program. Next to determining what we
want to study, how we want to study it is the most
important questrE to be answered by the researcher.
Design establishes the theoretical framework for the
conduct of organizational inquiry by suggesting what
observations to make, how and when to make them, and what
use will and can be made of the data thus collected.
More importantly, it affects the degree to which the data
can be unambiguously interpreted, i.e., it attempts to -

control for multiple explanations of research findings.

In Part II of this report we describe the two-
year research design used to evaluate the AMA's training
Program. We intend to enumerate the various threats to
the internal and external validity of the design, and
the extent to which our design has controlled them. In
addition, we set forth a conceptual linkage between the
Yl and Y2 evaluations. We describe the variables studied
by the evaluations, tha variables continued from the
first year's study, and the new variables which have been
added by the present research team. Finally, we account
for the instruments used to measure the variables: their
nurpose and method of construction as well as the manner
in which they were administered. The statistical tests
applied to the data are also reported.
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CHAPTER TWO

RESEARCH DESIGN

Section 1: Problem of the Research Model

A wide range of means to evaluate organizations
is available; theoretically, there are as many research
designs as there are research variables. Since no
constant criteria exist for what constitutes good evalua-
tion, a research design is, in large measure, influenced
by the particular setting in which it is used. It cannot
stand alone but must address the problem under study. It
provides certain kinds of information under certain kinds
of conditions.

Perhaps the greatest challenge social scientists
face lies in the commonplace nresum,,tion that evaluations
must always fit the Procrustean bed' of the scientific
method, specifically, the laboratory approach. The
laboratory approach is a research study in which the
variance of all or nearly all of the possible independent
variables not pertinent to the immediate problem of the
investigation is kept to a minimum. This is accomplished
by isolating the research in a physical situation apart
from the routine of ordinary living and by manipulating
one or more independent variables under vigorously

1Cited in a letter from Robert Palazzi, President
of the California Association of Teachers of English, to
State Representative John vasconcellos, Chairman of the
Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Evaluation of the
California Legislature (16 June 1971):

Allow us to remind you of the legendary
Greek character Procrustes, a robber who
placed each of his victims on an iron bed.
If the victim was shorter than the bed,
Procrustes stretched him, even if it meant
breaking his joints, until he fitted it;
if the victim was longer than the bed,
Procrustes lopped off the overhanging parts
of the victim's body. Thus attempts to re-
duce me to one standard, to one way of
thinking, or to one way of acting has since
been referred ;:o as 'placing them in a
Procrustean bed.'
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specified, operationalized, and controlled conditions.2

Laboratory Experiments

Because it does provide relatively complete
control over extraneous influences that may affect analy-
sis (through emphasizing a high degree of specificity in
the operational definitions of variables, and minimiza-
tion of error variance through precise measuring instru-
ments and random selection of treatment groups), the
laboratory approach has the virtue of being replicable
in other contexts. Fence it appeals considerably to the
social science researcher interested in making what he
considers to be an "objective," "rigorous," and "univer-
sally applicable" contribution to his discipline.

Field Experiments

But people in organizations are not inert elements
in test tubes. Their actions and attitudes are not
amenable to exact definition, external manipulation,
transfer to other contexts or, more importantly, isolation
from extraneous variables. So the order of the laboratory
is exchanged for the disorder of the field study. Field
studies are scientific inquiries aimed at discovering the
relations and interactions among sociological, psychologi-
cal, and educational variables in actual social struc-
tures.3 However, much as some might hate to admit it,
the field setting often represents reality for the social
scientist, and reality is the ultimate test of a program
or policy. For of what use is an evaluation program if
it can be replicated only in a laboratory?

Thus organizational evaluations, including the
present one, are not designed to produce universally valid
information or new knowledge but data that is valid and
useful within the decision-making Context. Evaluations
must generate findings and analysis relevant to particular
organizations at a particular time, no more and certainly
no less. This exploratory type of field study aims at
describing what is rather than to predict relations to be

2
Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral

Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,
1964), p. 379.

3lbid., p. 387.
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found.
4 Field studies have three basic purposes: to

decide on significant variables in the research situation,
to discover relations among variables, and to suggest
guidelines .for future research.5

All of this is not to suggest that the laboratory
approach is necessarily an inferior research model in
social systems, nor do we idealize the field study
approach. Neither attitude is easy to adopt for those
familiar with either approach, although it might be for
people who lack a basic understanding of research methods.
Each approach has advantages and liabilities depending on
the circumstances being studied, and each must be evaluated
accordingly.

Section 2: AMA Provisional Research Design: Promise
and Performanceb

When the research team was first introduced to the
AMA training program in 1970, it soon became clear that
the only explicit assumption which had been made about
our evaluation was that "before and after" data would be
gathered from the two state education departments (SED's)
which had committed themselves to the program. Conclusions
as to its effects on participants and the organizations
of which they were a part were to be based on data
collected by this method.

The general concept for evaluation of
almost any learning experience is
fairly straightforward; its applica-
tion more complex. Basically our
approach is to conduct and
after" evaluation studies.

4D. Katz, "Field Studies," in L. Festinger and
D. Katz, Research Methods in the Behavioral Scie-ces (New

York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1953), pp. 75-83.

5Ibid., p. 75.

61aterial under this heading war; adopted from the
Kirkhart and Tanner report, pn. 19-23.

7Treadway C. Parker, "Suggestions Concerning
Evaluation of the AMA/USOB Training Project" (Hamilton,
New York: AMA, 6 Aug. 1970).



In the literature, this approach to evaluation is
called a "One Group Pretest Posttest nesign" duplicated in
two crganizations. it first glance this seems to be a
satisfactory way to assess the training program. The
results of a "before" test could be compared with an
"after" test and, if the differences were statistically
significant, could indicate a positive or negative effect
of the training.

However, from the standpoint of research methodology,
this provisional design has serious drawbacks. Data
gathered by this method is susceptible to a variety of
multiple explanations.9 In other words, we do not know
whether or not observed ore/nost changes are the result
of the training program or some other factor.

Because of the widespread use of this design in
educational research and training evaluations, the inherent
limitations of the AMA-suggested design, and the effect
of its modification on strengthening the subsequent
evaluation, it is critical that we clearly explain the
consequences of utilizing this "One Group Pretest Posttest
Design."

Before beginning the explanation, some definition
of the symbols to be used is necessary. In this analysis
we shall rely on an adaptation of the work of Campbell and
Stanley. 10

X = experimental or treatment variable

0 = observation, data gathering at a
specific point in time

R at the end of a row = random assignment
of subjects to experimental groups
and the random assignment of experi-
mental treatments to experimental
groups

8
Donald Campbell and Julian Stanley: Experimental

and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research (Chicago:
Rand Actlally & co., 1§-66Y, p. 7.

9Ibid., pp. 9-12.

1
°Ibid., p. 6. See also: Kerlinger, oz cit., pp.

292-2931-W-Gage (ed.), Handbook of Research on Teaching
(Skokie, Illinois: Rand McNally, 1963).
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Series of dashes (----) between rows = a
nonrandom assignment of subjects to
experimental groups and/or the non-
random assignment of experimental
treatments to experimental groups.

Any X's or 0's in a given row indicate the application of
these variables to the same group. Moving from left to
right represents forward movement from one point in time
to another. Vertical assignments of these symbols indicate
that these events, either X or 0 occurred at the same time
to different groups. Thus the provisional design, the
"One Group Pretest-Posttest Design"--duplicated in two
organizations can be symbolized in the following manner:

Pall, 197.0 Spring, 1971

Experimental Group #1 0 X 0

Experimental Group #2 0 X 0

The above symbolism reflects the fact that data
(0) is to be gathered from an organization prior to the
introduction of a new program (X) and then gathered after
the program is over. The process is repeated in both
organizations. There is no control group; 11 this is
reflected by the absence of a third row without an (X).
Both the observation (0) and programs occur simultaneously
in each of the organizations. Lack of a series of dashes
between rows or an R at the end indicates that no compari-
son is to be made between groups.

In this case, the (X) refers to the AMA training
program. The 0 indicates a measurement of the impact of
(X) on the SED's/LEA's with respect to selected dependent
variables rteviously described. Since the training in all
SED's/LEA's was generally limited to the top management
of the agency or a particular division, not offered to a
random sample of the total administrative population, an
(R) is inappropriate.

11In experimentation the control group is a
standardizing device. The contraF.6UP constitutes a
base line standard against which to measure the experi-
mentally treated group. The key idea is that the experi-
mental group, which is chosen from the same universe as
the control group, would show the same results as the
control group had it not been treated experimentally.
See: Julian Simon, Basic Research Methods in Social
Science (New York: Random House, 1969), p. 325.
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This last characteristic deserves further elabora-
tion. Because the experimental groups were not randomly
selected, the possibility that the results of the study
can be generalized to other groups (or the same group at
other times) is reduced.12 Random selection13 of a
population sample has the advantage that it is possible
to make statements about the characteristics of the total
population, or in this case of other education agencies.

This is not intended as criticism of the choice
process used in this evaluation, but this lack of random-
ness characterizes most field studies of the effects of
training in an ongoing organizational setting. Partici-
pants select themselves into the experimental groups on
the basis of characteristics extraneous to the research
problem; examples of these factors are hierarchical rank,
work group, useful influence, prior experience, etc.

In the study of the AMA's program, the research
team was given an experimental group and asked to evaluate
the impact of the training on them and on their organiza-
tions.

The self-selection process 14 is, however, one of
many factors which can adversely affect the strength of
a research design.

12
See Sir Ronald Fisher, Desi n of Experiments

(Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd, 1951 .

13
The principle of randomi'ation means that every

member of a population &Is an equd7Ence of being
selected. Members with certain distinguishing characteris-
tics--male and female, Republican and Democrat, extrovert
and introvert, high and low intelligence, and so on and
on--will, if selected, probably be counterbalanced in the
long run by the selection of other members with the
RoppoLite" quantity or quality of characteristics. We
might say that this is a practical principle that indicates
what happens. It is simply a statement of what usually
happens when random procedures are used. Kerlinger,
cit., p. 57.

14
W. Richard Scott, "Field Methods in the Study of

organizations," in James G. March (ed.), Handbook of
Organizations (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965), pp. 261-303.
See also: Egon G. Guba, "Common Sense About Experimental
Design and Educational Research," paper read at a faculty
seminar, School of Education, New York University, 25 Feb.
1963.
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Section 3: Threats to Validity15

Validity is the overall concept used to refer to
the potential accuracy of an evaluation. In their work
on quasi-experimental design, Campbell and Stanley16 have
identified fifteen factors which, if not brought under
control by the research design, may complicate efforts
to measure training effects. They are called "threats to
validity" and fall into two general categories; internal
and external:

Internal Threats to Validity: extraneous variables
which may have a significant impact on the experimental
group yet go unmeasured by research instruments, causing
us to attribute greater effect to the training than is
warranted. Internal validity, then, answers the question:
To what extent can we clearly assess whether the training
program really made a significant difference in the actions
and attitudes of SED/LEA personnel who participated in it?
Clarity of assessment is conditioned by:

1. History: events, other than the experimental
treatment, occurring between pre and post test and thus
providing alternate explanations of events.

2. Maturation: processes within the trainees
or their agencies changes as a function of the
passage of time per se, such as growth, fatigue, secular
trends, etc.

3. Instability: unreliability of measures,
fluctuations in sampling persons or components, autonomous
instability of repeated or equivalent measures. (This

is the only threat to which statistical tests of signif i-

cance are relevant.)

4. Testing: the effect of taking a test upon
the scores of a second testing. The effect of publication
of a social indicator upon subsequent reading of that

indicator.

5. Instrumentation: in which changes in the
calibration of a measuring instrument or changes in the

15Much of this material was taken directly or
adopted from the Kirkhart and Tanner report, pp. 19-23.

16Campbell and Stanley, 22. cit., pp. 5-6.
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observers or scores used may produce changes in the
obtained measures.

6. Regression Artifacts: pseudo-shifts occur-
ring when persons or treatment units have been selected
upon the basis of their extreme scores.

7. Selection: biases resulting from differential
recruitment orMITIVarson groups, producing different mean
levels on the measure of effects.

8. Experimental mortality: the differential
loss of respondents from comparison groups.

9. Selection-maturation interaction: selection
biases resulting in differential rates of "maturation" or
autonomous change.

External Threats to Validity: factors which impede
our ability to generalize the information gained from one
experimental group to other experimental groups.17 Here
we are concerned with problems like: "To which other
SED's/LEA's can the information gained by this evaluation
be generalized?" "All SED's/LEA's?" "Only those in the
same region?" "Merely to the same group at a different
time?" "Or can it be generalized at all?" The major
consequence of not controlling for these threats is to
dramatically reduce or even make impossible the extension
of findings to other contexts. These threats are:

1. Interaction effects of testing: the effect
of a pretest in increasing or decreasing a respondent's
sensitivity or responsiveness to the experimental variable,
thus making the vsults obtained for the pretested popula-
tion unrepresentative of the effects of the experimental
variable for the unpretested total population from which
respondents were drawn.

2. Interaction of selection and experimental
treatment: unrepresentative responsiveness of the experi-
mental population.

3. Reactive effects of experimental arrangements:
artificiality, conditions that render the experimental

17
Glen H. Bracht and Gene V. Glass, "The External

Validity of Experiments in Education and the Social
Sciences," (Research Report #3, Laboratory of Educational
Research, University of Colorado, Oct., 1967).
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setting atypical of conditions of regular application of
the treatment: "Hawthorne Effects."

multiple
atypical

measures
that may

4. Multiple-treatment interference: where
treatments are jointly applied, producing effects
of the separate application of the treatments.

5. Irrelevant responsiveness of measures: all
are complex, and all include irrelevant components
produce apparent effects.

6. Irrelevant replicability of the treatments:
treatments (experiments) are complex and replications of
them may fail to include those components actually
responsible for the effects.

Since we are evaluating the effects of training on
a nonrandom sample in a quasi-experimental field situation,
it will not be possible to guarantee that our findings have
generalizability or external validity. Therefore we must
restrict ourselves 6-Eli-Eine threats to internal validity
detailed above and describe what kinds of strategies are
relevant to controlling for or reducing the impact of these
threats to our research data.

Here we are largely on our own as we are aware of
no available document which systQLatically deals with this
problem. On the other hand, there is a series of strategies
implied in the work of Campbell and Stanley which we shall
attempt to make explicit.

According to our analysii, the nine threats to
internal validity can be grouped into three areas: (1)

factors affected by the presence of control groups, (2)

factors affected by the manner In which the measure.tent
process is handled, and (3) P, factor which cuts across
both of the former areas.

Strategies for Minimizing Threats to Validity18

Conditions Related to Presence of Control Groups

Threats

1. History

Reduced_lbx:

Addition of one or more control or non-
treated groups, preferably selected on a
random basis

and/or

utilization of data collected over an

1 8Kirkhart and Tanner, on. cit., pp. 23-27.
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Reduced by:

extended period of time. If only the
latter strategy is used, it is critical
that the measurement nrocess by which the
data were generated remains the same.
(Cf. analysis of threat 45 below.)

2. Maturation Addition of one or more control groups,
preferably selected on a random basis.

4. Testing Addition of at least one control group
which is not pretested, assuming both the
experimental and control group are selected
randomly

or

addition of at least two control groups- -
one is pre and post tested, the second is
post tested only. (Assuming random selec-
tion processes, differences between the
first and second control group is related
to testing.)

6. Regression
Artifacts

Avoidance of the use of groups which are
extreme, either high or low, in relation
to the general population as determined
by some measurement device.

7. Selection

and

9. Selection
Maturation
Interaction

Random selection of experimental group(s)

plus

examination of recruitment, selection and
turnover figures in the case of groups
which have existed over time prior to the
experiment.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Conditions Related to the Measurement Process

Threats Reduced by:

3. Instability (Assuming the presence of at least one
control group.) Statistical analysis and
probability theory plus careful design of
measurement factors.

5. Instrumen-
tation

(Assuming the presence of at least one
control group.) Not modifying measurement
instrument during the evaluation and
through analysis of the comparability of
"comparable" or "equivalent" measurement
methods, if these are to be used.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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General Condition

Threat Reduced by:

8. Experimental Random selection process if group(s) is
Mortality (are) to be temporary plus (in the case

of nontemporary groups) careful pre and
post analysis of mortality rates in the
population studied.

Each of these techniques is a way in which the
threats that these factors pose to internal validity may
be minimized. Failure to apply these reduction strategies
on a particular threat are grounds for discounting, or at
least opening to serious question, a singular interpretation
of the research findings. For example, if an autocratic
superintendent of schools was replaced by one who was more
participative during the course of the evaluation after
the training program but before the final tests, any credit
that the training could be given for improving organiza-
tional climate would have to be shared with the extraneous
personnel change.

A key concern, therefore, is to ask what controls
to minimize those threats are present in the AMA provisional
research design. Unfortunately, the simple fact is that
the design contained virtually none. Without being able
to compare apparent changes in groups which participated
in the program with a control group which did not, no real
defense may be raised against the charge that our findings
did not reflect AMA training at all but rather the effects
of one or more threats listed above.

In addition, the lack of any provision for random
selection of the groups raises the issue of self-selection.
Did participants really represent the SED/LEA in question?
Even under optimal conditions, this last problem is almost
impossible to control in evaluating an already existing
program.

For these reasons the provisional research design
was determined to be less than satisfactory if the purposes
for which the evaluation was commissioned were to be served.
If the early design had been utilized, there would have
been at least six, and perhaps nine, equally plausible,
irrefutable explanations of the research data. This is
indicated in the table below.
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Note: Dash (-) = NO CONTROL

Section 4: First Year's Evaluation (Y1): Final

Research Design19

Because of these concerns, a control group was added

to the Yl evaluation. This third group was selected on

the basis of interviews with top administrators in each of

the experimental states. Each person was asked to name

an SED which was most like his own. From these inquiries,

three states were nominated and one was selected. The

top administrator of the proposed state was contacted and

he agreed to permit his agency to participate in the Yl

evaluation as the control group. A part of his rationale

for accepting this role was the promise that his group

would have access to the research findings, and the

possibility that present cooperation might give them

access to similar training if the program expanded.

The "Non-L:luivalent Control Group Design"
20 which

grew out of these circumstances is described below:21

Experimental SED #1

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971

0 X 0

0 0

Experimental SED #2
0 X 0

0 0

Because the designs for both the first and second years'

evaluation are similar, a discussion of the first year's

control group.

AMINIIIMIII
19Kirkhart and Tanner, cn. cit., p. 26.

20Campbell and Stanley, 2E. cit., pp. 47-50.

?1The bottom row in each case represents the same



49

design has been combined with that of the second year's
design, and follows that section of the report.

Section 5: Second Year's Evaluation (Y2): Promise
and Performance

Factors which were taken into account when design-
ing Y2 centered around the use of control groups:

1. Addition of Second Control SED: As they had
hoped when agreeing to participating in Yl, the control
state did become involved in AMA training . . . which began
in the middle of Y2. If Y2 was to retain the important
contribution that the control state mechanism made to the
interpretation of research findings, it was necessary to
add a second SED which was not exposed to AMA training
for comparison to the two . . . and now three . . . states
who were. You may remember from a previous section that
the original control state was chosen after interviews with
top administrators in the two experimental states . . . and
that it had had the highest consensual rating of the three
nominated by them. To obtain the second control state for
Y2, the research team approached the state with the next
highest rating. Fortunately, they also agreed to partici-
pate as a control state. Their expressed reasons for
signing on were similar to those of the first control
state: access to research findings and the possibility of
receiving training if the program expanded a second time.

The Y2 evaluation on the SED level thus becomes
tri-level: two experimental states whose AMA training
ended over a year ago, one experimental/control state which
has just completed its training program after being the
control state during Yl, and a control state with no train-
ing experience. These multivariate comparisons will make
the Y2 research design even stronger than the one used in Yl.

2. Addition of Two Control LEA's: Y2 has made
provision for comparing data gathered from the experimental
LEA's with an appropriate control LEA. Without such a
basis for comparison, the validity of these results would
have been as uncertain as the validity of SET) data would
have been without their control group(s). Our LEA evalua-
tion under these circumstances would have been unable to
refute the argument that the apparent effects had nothing
to do with training but were the results of history, matura-
tion, testing, instrumentation, or instability. There
would have been no untreated group to provide baseline data
for comparative assessment of the kinds and degrees of
change alleged to have emerged from AMA training.
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Realizing this threat to validity, the Y2 research
team added one control LEA to the two experimental LEA's
in each state, or two control LEA's in total. The recruit-

ment process was a slight variation of that used on the
state level. We asked the chief planning officer in each
experimental SED to suggest an LEA in his state which was
most similar to the two experimental LEA's. The proposed
LEA controlsw.recontacted and each agreed to participate.

Section 6: Macro Yl & Y2 Research Designs: SED & LEA Levels

Aside from the extension of the time frames into a
second year, the addition of these control groups is the
major change made by Y2 to the basic Yl design. The symbols
used to illustrate this design are as follows:

Y

M

B

0

L

S

U

S

E

D

ESED #1 = experimental state education department 01
ESED /2 = experimental state education department #2
CSED #1 = control state education department #1

(also used in Y1)
CSED #2 = control state education department #2

(added for Y2)

ELEA #1 = experimental local education agency #1

(same state as ESED #1)
ELEA #2 = experimental local education agency #2

(same state as ESED #1)
CLEA #1 = control location education agency #1

(same state as ESED #1)

ELEA #3 = experimental local education agency #3
(same state as ESED #2)

ELEA #4 = experimental local education agency #4
(same state as ESED #2)

CLEA #2 = control local education agency 02

(same state as ESED #2)

Yl Y2

Fall, Spring, Fall, Spring,

1970 1971 1971 1972

I. SED LEVEL TT-

ESED 01 0 X 0 0 0

CSED 0 0 0 X

ESED 41 0 Y. 0 0 0

CSED 02 0 0



51

ESED #2 0 X 0 0 0

[C)

CSED #1 0 0 0 X 0

ESED #2 0 X 0 0 0

(D)

CSED t2 0 0

II. LEA LEVEL

ELEA #1 0 X 0 0 0

[E]

CLEA #1 0 0

ELEA 12 0 X 0 0 0

[F)

CLEA #1 0 0

ELEA #3 0 X 0 0 0

[G)

CLEA #2 0 0

ELEA #4
[H]

CLEA 42

Explanation

0 = data gathered at the time indicated (T1)
thru (T4)

X = AMA training program

Series of dashes (----) between rows = a nonrandom
assignment of subjects to experimental
groups

[A] thru [H) = paired comparisons of experimental
and control groups

I. SED Level

[A) = Data was gathered from ESED #1 (at Ti) prior to the
introduction of ANA trainE(X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
While data was gathered from CSED 01 simultaneously,
it entered AMA training subsequent to T3.

[13) = Data was gathered from ESED #1 (at Ti) prior to the
introduction of AMA traIRIEFIX) and then gathered
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three times after training was completed (T2-T4).

CSED #2 was added as a control group for Y2 due to

CSED entering AMA training and underwent data
collection only twice (T3 & T4).

[C] = Data was gathered from ESED #2 (at Ti) prior to the
introduction of AMA training and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
Phile data was gathered from CSED #1 simultaneously,
it entered AMA training subsequent to T3.

[D] = Data was gathered from ESED #2 (at Ti) prior to the
introduction of AMA training X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
CSED #2 was added as a control group for Y2 due to

CSED #1 entering AMA training and underwent data
collection only twice (T3 & T4).

II. LEA Level

[E] = Data was gathered from ELEA #1 (at Ti) prior to the
introduction of AMA triaing-Tx) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
For Y2, CLEA #1 was added as the control group for
ELEA's 41irind underwent data collection only

twice (T3 & T4).

[F] = Data was gathered frog ELEA #2 (at Ti) prior to the

introduction of AMA trailMT1k) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
For Y2 CLEA #1 was added as the control group for

ELEA's 01 & #2 and underwent data collection only

twice (T3 & T4).

[G] = Data was collected from ELEA 03 (at Ti) prior to the
introduction of AM)' training X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).

For Y2, CLEA #2 was added as the control group for
ELEA's #3 & #4 and underwent data collection only

twice (T3 & T4) .

[K] = Data was gathered from ELEA #4 (at Ti) prior to the

introduction of AMA training X) and then gathered
three times after training was completed (T2-T4).
For Y2 CLEA 02 was added as the control group for

ELEA's 03 & #4 and underwent data collection only

twice (T3 & T4).
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Section 7: Effectiveness of the Overall Research Design

With the exception of the lack of random selection,
this design approximates a true experimental model that
minimizes threats to internal validity. But the lack of
random selection cannot be dismissed as having no effect
on our findings. While additional controls have been
added, this lack of random selection still makes a differ-
ence between the Yl/Y2 design and a true experiment in
three areas: (1) selection-maturation interaction, (2)
regression artifacts, and (3) experimental mortality.

1. Selection-Maturation Interaction differences
are largely confined to the recurring problem of matched
groups vs. randomly selected groups. We have already
conceded the impossibility of random selection due the
nature of the training program itself.

As far as equivalence (matching) is concerned, Y2
contains two partial controls. First it should be noted
that the addition of even an unmatched or nonequivalent
group greatly reduces this threat to validity as found in
the "One Group Pretest/Posttest Design" proposed in the
AMA's provisional design. The impact that each training
program has on the experimental groups is thereby made
"equivalent" in relation to the control group(s) which did
not receive training. This division allows us to avoid a
number of questionable assumptions about the extent to
which the experimental groups'were similar and reduces the
problem of defending the comparability between the experi-
mental and control groups. Second, the addition of a
second control state in Y2 is a further refinement toward
establishing some limited evidence of presampling matching.

Of course more could have been done. The equiva-
lence of groups can be determined by using the means and
standard deviations of the pretests as well as by checking
their distributions. For this purpose, t tests and F tests
are acceptable. If all items prove out via these methods,
one can proceed with instrument administration with at
least some assurance that there is clear evidence of the
extent the groups were or were not matched before the
experiment began.22

But we must emphasize that these techniques or any
other of the frequently used means of making adjustments
(analysis of covariance, using difference scores) are not
as effective as randomization for controlling the selection-
maturation interrelation threat to internal validity. As

2
2Kerlinger, 2E. cit., p. 43.
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Frederic Lord has written: ". . . there simply is no
logical or statistical procedure that can be counted on
to make proper allowance for uncontrolled preexisting
differences in groups."23

2. The factor of regression artifacts has been
brou*Munder control by the greater longitudinal perspective
afforded by the addition of another control group. The
original regression problem was the difficulty of separating
real from pseudo changes given the nonrandom selection of
the experimental groups. However, since we are now able
to plot out 4 sets of results on a 2 year time frame
instead of 2 sets of results on a 1 year time frame,
we have an improved sense of the true direction and levels
of change brought about by AMA training. The 1-2 year
comparison with 2 control groups further lessens the
effects of regression artifacts.

3. Finally, it is possible to effect control over
the variable of Mortality through an examination of the
cxtent to which differential mortality occurred between
the experimental and control grows when the posttest data
was gathered.

To summarize, the control effects of the macro
design used for Yl and Y2 on the SED and LEA levels are as
follows:

Note: Plus (+) = control over the threat to validity

23
Frederic 1. Lord, "A Paradox in the Interpre-

tation of Group Comparisons," Psychological Bulletin
(1967), p. 305.



55

Section 8: Further Strengthening Program Assessment:
Improvements Made by Y2

1. Pretest of Instruments: There are several
methods to provide evidence thai instruments are reliable,
i.e., that the information they produce will tend to
remain stable over time, all other things being equal.
If we test the same group again and again with the same
or similar instruments will we obtain the same or similar
results? As such, reliability is an index of random
variance in the results of a study and tries to minimize
its impact.

While reliability is not the most important
characteristic of "good" analysis, it is still essential.
High reliability does not guarantee accurate results and
logical conclusions, but without it we can never be sure
if our apparently logical conclusions are based on accurate
results. Its absence leaves the evaluator open to the
charge that his results were biased by instruments too
insensitive to measure low level changes or too crude to
be consistent over time.

The reliability of Yl was established by one method.
The questionnaire was based on another instrument of proven
reliability which had already been used in similar
circumstances.

Another method was added for Y2. Using essentially
the same Yl questionnaire (with a few revisions), a prr
test24 was run on the Y2 questionnaire. The pretest o
nruments is another way to certify test reliability.

Mistakes at the analysis stage can be remedied at almoqt.
no cost prior to being put into print or administered."
But just deciding to pretpt is simple; deciding how to
pretest is not so simple.'6 The Phi Delta Kappa National

240ur instruments consisted of scaled response
questionnaires and semi-directed interviews. Pretesting
refers more specifically to the qignonnires.

25Lee J. Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological
Testing (New York: Harper & Row, 1949).

26Insofar as clarity of instructions was concerned,
interview reliability was pretested on a small sample. It

was that questions could be easily understood
and related to the respondents. In addition, care was taken
to administer them under standard, well controlled, and
similar conditions to lesson error variance due to situa-
tional ambiguity.
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Study Committee on Evaluation points out that there are
many different routes that an evaluator can take:

Determination of reliability may
be accomplished by such techniques
as split-half correlation (yielding
a measure of internal consistency),
comparable forms correlation (yield-

ing a coefficient of equivalence),
correlation of the same for at dif-
ferent times (yielding a coefficient
of stability), or correlation of
comparable forms at different times
(yielding a coefficient of equiva-
lence and stability).27

On the basis of our inquiries, we decided to run a

two-way analysis of variance as well as a Spearman's Rs on

the data. Our pretest group consisted of a group of educa-
tional administrators in the Office of Residential Life at

Syracuse University. It was composed of central staff

members as well as residence hall directors and resident

advisors in the field (1=34). Each was given the same
questionnaire on two consecutive Mondays and asked to
return it in a sealed envelope on the same day. Question-

naires were coded to facilitate paired comparisons. The

variance on week-to-week responses per respondent were

within acceptable limits. The Spearman's Rs showed high

correlations with the lowest being .41 but most being in

the .70+ range. With this result, it was decided that

questionnaire reliability was satisfactory.

This Y2 pretest was an ex post facto check on those

items from the Yl questionnairecontinued 3n the Y2 ques-

tionnaire. It also provided evidence of the reliability of

those new items designed specifically for the Y2 question-

naire. We could, therefore, proceed with the instrument as

written.

2. Analysis of Environmental Impact: An important

part of the evaluation of any training program is an assess-

ment of the effects of return to the work environment on

the lessons learned and the plans produced by the trainees.28

To accomplish this the analysis should not take place

during or immediately before/after training. It should

27Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evalua-

tion, Educational Evaluation and Decision Making (Blooming-

ton, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, Inc., 19711, p. 28.

28Daniel Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social Psychology

of Organizations (New York: John Wiley, 1986), pp. 390-191.
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await reassertion of the organizational environment in
which the trainees will have an opportunity to act out
their training.

. . . in this milieu, many of the
determinants of organizational
behavior, which are absent in off-
site training situations, have full
sway. The role sets, group and
organizational norms, constraints
which grow out of the absence or
presence of technology, and the
influence of the organizational
environment are the force field
against which training efforts are
ultimately applied. If the train-
ing effort is to have the effect of
changing patterns of behavior in the
organization, this set of factors
must, in some ways, change.29

The effect of environmental. determinants is always
basic and prior to the others. A plan or program must
be assessed, at least in part, according to its ability
to withstand pressures in the environment. A course of
action which may seem eminently reasonable in the classroom
might not seem so great to the folks back home or to the
trainees themselves once they return to the realities of
administrative life.

But since considerable overlap already existed
between the training and evaluation cycles during Yl, the
extent to which such a study was possible was limited. As
Y2 began several months after the training (at least in
the experimental states), and will end after another year
has passed, it had a good opportunity to assess the
extended effects of AMA training on the respective
organizational environments.

3. Longitudinal Perspective: Another spinoff of
the proximity of the training and evaluation cycles was the
limitation placed on examining training impacts over time,
especially after the training was completed. Such a long
view is known as the "time series," "historical," or as in

29Larry Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation
for Center for Planning and Development of the American
Management Association," Report submitted to the American
Management Association and the United States Office of
Education, Syracuse University (Oct. 1971), p. 30.
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this study, the "longitudinal" method. Its main advantage
is that it helps us to get some idea of the ability of
"changed" attitudes and actions to remain relatively
constant over the long haul. Changes measured too close
to the time of training may quickly dissipate or may
increase after a few days, months, or years. An absence
of change in one variable at one point in time may take
on a positive or negative direction at another. With a
greater longitudinal perspective we can strengthen our
confidence that training was indeed adequate preparation
for organizational life.

But a longitudinal perspective is not an absolute
good--extending the time frame does not always bring
corresponding increases in confidence in research results.
Evaluating too long after the conclusion also increases
the impact of the internal threats to validity outlined
previously on the effects of training. It also decreases
the relevance of the original data to data gathered much
later. After all, information relating to schools in 1945
is apt to be misleading today due to external factors,
changes in data reporting and collection procedures, etc.
Or to cite Bressler and Tumin's example:

If . . . we wished to measure the
capacity of a social studies curricu-
lum to modify racial attitudes in a
class that entered in 1964 and gradu-
ated in 1968, how could we protect
the inquiry from the "contamination"
of intrusive events in the era of
Lyndon Johnson, Stokley Carmichael,
and the death of Martin Luther King?"

Finally, the likelihood that goals or procedures developed
during training will remain stable over more than a few
years is remote givea the fact that "education for change"
and continuous emergence of new programs is taken as a
natural, desirable condition of the system. This compli-
cates the evaluation process considerably.

Therefore our decision criterion was to take as
long a view as possible without going so far that our
conclusions would be severely threatened by the inevitable
effects of the passage of time. Nor did we want to lose
continuity with the Y1 research team or personnel from the
experimental groups.

30Mervin Bressler and Melvin Tumin, Evaluation of
the Effectiveness of Educational Systems, Vol. 1 (Prince-
ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1969), P. B9.
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It was decided that,given these consideratione, an
evaluation covering an entire year after training was
completed would be optimal. A longitudinal perspective
was gained using the baseline data of Yl. The two yea's
together can be valuable to those undertaking future
evaluations of this or similar programs.

4. Inclusion of LEA Data: The Yl research
design included an analysis of effects of AMA train.ag on
the four experimental local education agencies which
participated. Data was collected from them in a manner
similar to that used in the SED's. Yl promised that these
results would be available when the doctoral dissertation
of one of the members of the research team was completed.31

Using the basic Yl design and instrumentation, Y2
has continued analysis on this level. The Y2 evaluation
report will contain data gathered during two years and
appropriate conclusions drawn from them.

5. Addition of Organizational t`utput Data: The
basic premise a Yl was that its proper focus was the
measurement of attitudinal change as a precondition for
organizational changes. Unless participant attitudes are
changed by training, its effects are likely to be temporary.

In addition, since the ending dates for the evalua-
tion and training were almost coterminous, an assessment
of the structural and behavioral impacts of the AMA program
would have been premature. No organization is able to
implement the results of a training program in a few weeks.

The attitudinal measures used in Yl have been only
slightly revised for Y2. Whatever revisions which have
been made have centered on the added dimension of actual
organizational output as a result of training. These
concerns of Y2 include analyzing the plans produced
subsequent to AMA training, progress toward educational
objectives recommended therein, an3 other elements of the
planning process. It is through such an examination that
the impact of the program on participant and organizational
attitude and actions can best be assessed.

3
1Kirkhart and Tanner, 2a. cit., p. 40n.
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Strategies for Strengthening Overall Evaluation

Target Areas Improvement made bv:

1. Pretest of Y2 questionnaire was pretested on a
Instruments sample drawn from the Syracuse Univer-

sity Office of Residential Life and
analyzed using two-way analysis of
variance and Spearman's Rs. In so far
as clarity was concerned, the interview
questions were pretested on a small
sample of persons known to the research
team.

2. Analysis of Analysis of impacts of training one
Environmental year after the training has ended
Impact and

after participants have returned to
their education agencies.

3. Longitudinal Given the necessity for keeping the
Perspective research team intact, reducing the

mortality rate of the training group,
and minimizing the effects of external
variables, the time frames for evalua-
tion were extended by one year by Y2.

4. Inclusion of
LEA Data

Evaluation report contains data and
conclusions for all participating
LEA's in the AMA training program for
both evaluation years (Y1 & Y2).

5. Organizational While the attitudinal measurements
Output Data used in Yl have been only slightly

revised for Y2, additional instruments
were added. This includes an analysis
of the plans produced, progress toward
action plan, continuing and specific
objectives, money made available for
use by educational planners, etc. (cf.

Appendix).
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A fundamental problem of evaluation is to define
what is to be evaluated and then how. This task has been
made somewhat easier in the Y2 evaluation because it is
related to the Yl evaluation. As is discussed above, the
overall evaluation is a two-year longitudinal study.

Section 1: Research Methodology - Yl.

The research methodology employed in Yl was
developed after a careful analysis of the training design
employed by the AMA as well as of the way it was imple-
mented. As Chapter One reported, the first year's research
team developed the conceptual linkages of (1) individual
awareness/knowledge, and (2) role relations and group
standards through which changeif it was to occur when
participants returned to the organizational setting--must
be transmitted. These linkages were operationalized by
grouping around them the variables in the study. The
two categories corresponded to Likert's concepts of causal
and intervening variables.1 The Y2 evaluation has utilized
the same two general categories, which are presented in
Chapters Four and Five.

Data were collected by means of three techniques:
structured questionnaires, semi-structured interviews,
and observations of training--these instruments sought to
measure the effect of training on attitudes.

The first year's evaluation did not try to measure
organizational output regarding planning. As the Yl team
pointed out, while a set of documents (action plans)
was produced for each SED and LEA during the training
process, the documents ". represented intentions, not
necessarily processes and policies which have had the
opportunity to be implemented and affect organizational
output.2

1Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York,
1967), pp. 28-29.

2
Larry Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation

for Center for Planning and Development of the American
Management Association" (Syracuse, New York: Syratuse
University, October, 1971), p. 40.
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Section 2: Research Methodology - Y2

The present evaluation's primary focus has been to

measure the impact :Jf the AMA's training program, over
time as well as in the context of the organizational
environment: how the program affected attitudes, actions,

and organizational out ut in the experiments orgaRIFEETEns.
To this end we have ma ntained and expanded the two cate-
gories originally developed by the Yl research team and

have added a third concerning the end-result output of

these organizations. In each category we have used the

data developed through the evaluative techniques discussed

below.

As in the Yl evaluation, we have conceptualiz
the research variables of this project in terms of L

causal and intervening variables. We have also, of c
added his third category, end-result variables. Liker

defines these categories as follows:

ed
kert's
ourse,

The "causal variables are independent
variables which determine the course
of developments within an organization
and the results achieved by the organi-
zation. These causal variables include
only those independent variables thich
can be altered or changed ky the organi-
zation and itd management.

The " intervening" variables reflect the
internal state and health of the organi-
zation, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes,
motivations, performance goals, ant3
perceptions of all members and their
collective capacity for effective in-

teraJtion, communication, and decision

makLng.4

The "end-result" variables are the
dependent variables which reflect the
achievements of the organization. . . ."

Grouping the research variables into these broad

categories establishes a linkage whit , enables us to

assess more accurately the impact of t1,1 training on the
organizations in terms of attitudes, actions, and results,

as well as to examine the interr'lation among these. variables.

3Likert, 22. cit., p. 40.

4
Ibid.

5
Ibid.
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Section 3: Measurement of the Impzict of Training

Three techniques were employed to gather data during
the second year evaluation: scaled response questionnaires
(SRO), open-ended interviews, and an analysis of organiza-
tional documents. All three techniques were applied to the
two original experimental state educational agencies and
the data was collected on site. The SRQ's and open-ended
interviews were also usedin Control SED 01 while only the

SRQ's were completed in Control SED #2. All the local
educational agencies completed the SRQ's.

Section 4: The Use of Scaled-Response Questionnaires

Questionnaires were utilized in this research because
they are easy to administer and are pre-coded. They also
produce large amounts of data while requiring a relatively
short period of intervention in the organization's processes.
The primary disadvantage of structured questions is that
they sacrifice much 9f the color and intensity of the
respondent's answer.° Questionnaires also may induce a
compliance process on the respondent's part--people say
what they think they should say. This is termed the prob-
lem of reactive measurement and is a significant issue in

social MT/MT resear677--

The problem of interpretation of the intensity of
the respondent's opinions is partially overcome by using a
rating scale which allows the respondent to indicate the
direction and intensity of his feelings. The questionnaire
emp..oyed in the present research used a seven-point scale
discussed below. To control and check for the problem of

reactive measurement, we consciously attempted allow

major areas of overlap in the questionnaire and open-ended-

interviews.

Section 5: The Design of the Questionnaires

Because this is a longitudinal study, the question-
naire aesign we used was that of the X1 instrument. As we

6Charles H. Backstrom and Gerald D. Hursh, Survey
Research (Minneapolis, Minn., 1963). p. 75.

7Rirkhart and Tanner, cit. cit., p. 3d.

8The entire questionnaire as administered in the

State Education Departments and the Local Education Agencies
is located in Appendix D of this report.
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stressed above, this choice was partly a recognition of
the critical importance of using the same instruments and
procedures to insure the reliability and relatedness of
the data drawn from both years of the study.

The Yl questionnaire was designed around two broad

categories related to organizational planning and the

managerial environment. After a factor analysis of these
items, the Y2 research team selected 28 items which were
highly correlated around these cateyories. In addition,

to meet the expanded needs of the Y2 effort 'lie research
team addec 29 new items.

The questionnaire items clustered around three
categories; the first is related to goals of the AMA pro-

gram which involved organizational planning. The second

set of items reflect AMA's process objectives: what they

wished to induce in tha management environment of the

experimental organizations. The third category seeks to
isolate end-result variables.

Organizational Planning Process

The following items have been continued from the

Y1 questionnaire.

1. The kinds of things I am doing will make a long-term
contribution to education.

2. The goals of this organization are articulated.

3. Our goals are realistic and attainable with our best

efforts.
4. My organization's policy statements are clear.

5. My organization's performance standards are understood.

c. Good ways are used to let me know how I can improve

my performance.
7. I have good ways for knowing how good our results are.

8. My manager makes it clear that he is committed to the
success of our projects.

9. My manager has expressed the belief that the AMA's
training program has been helpful.

10. As I see it, planning is an integral part of running

the state's schools.

The following items were added in the Yl uestionnaire:

11. The top priority objectives of state education az.e

clear to me.
12. I feel that the objectives developed during AMA train-

ing reflect the most serious and pressing needs of

state education.
13. As I see it, the operational priorities of the objec-

tives developed during AMA traiLing are clear.
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14. I understand what results must be proluced to achieve
the stated objectives of this organization.

15. The planning unit has been helpful to me.
16. My organization has reliable ways for knowing how well

it is attaining its objectives.
17. I think that the objectives developed during AMA

training are clearly stated with respect to results
expected.

18. My manager understands planning theory and is able to
put it into practice.

19. I believe my organization gives me adequate training
to do my work.

20. I feel good about my manager's ability to plan.
21. My manager provides me with adequate support to perform

my job.
22. As I see it, persons in this organization put a lot

of effort into planning.
23. My capability to plan effectively will positively

affect my future career in this organization.
24. The activities relating to planning are having an

effect on the policy of this organization.
25. As I see it, my organization is moving in the right

direction.
26. My organization's plan is operable.

The Development of the Organizational Management Environment

The following items have been continued from the Y1 ques-
tionnaire:

1. Based on information I have received from my boss, I
know if I am measuring up in my job..

2. My manager encourages and supports innovation.
3. Higher management's reactions to the problems that

reach them are fair.
4. My manager knows and understands the problems I face.
5. My manager recognizes when a problem is developing and

does something constructive about it.
6. My manager shows confidence and trust in me.
7. The people I work with participate appropriately in

setting the goals of our work.
8. I am appropriately involved in decisions affecting

my work.
9. My group works hard to achieve its goals.

10. My work group understands what we are trying to achieve.
11. I feel my group works well together.
12. I really feel my immediate work group is getting things

done.
13. When differences arise in my work group, we have good

ways for settling them ourselves.

The following item was added in the Y2 questionnaire:
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14. I can influence the goals, methods, and activities of
my organization.

Progress Toward Goal "Ichievement

The following item was added in the Y2 questionna4_re:

1. As I see it, my organization has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

A seven point scale was the basis for responses to
the items in the questionnaire.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all fairly often very often

As in the first year's instrument, an effort was
made to expand the time frame of the research data. Two
sets of responses were called for on each item - a
perspective on the organization when the questionnaire was
being administered and an additional perspective. In the
case of the Fall 1971 administration of the questionnaire
the added perspective was Fall 1970, a time just prior to
the original training. In the case of the Spring 1972
administration, the additional perspective requested was
Fall 1972.

This procedure produced a time-series which had the
potential of describing the change in respondents' atti-
tudes over two years.

The data base of the Y2 questionnaire thus is as
follows:

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA BASE

Agencies
Trained

Control
Agencies

Fall '.970 Fall 1971 Spring 19.2 Fall 1972

0 X 0 0 0

0

Projected Back

0

IActual Test Admin. Projected Forward

0 0

For his report, the most useful daces concerns the
points in tame %/hen the test was actually administered.
Therefore we have based our analysis of Y2 on this data.
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Section 6: Administration of the Questionnaire

The scaled response questionnaire was the common
instrument used in all ten agencies we surveyed, and it was
administered in two ways.

The procedure followed in Y1 was followed exactly
in the two experimental states. The questionnaire was given
to the top 24 people in the state agency after each was
interviewed. At that time the purpn,e of the questionnaires
was explained and the respondent was asked to give two
identical questionnaires to the two subordinates to whom
he had given the questionnaire during the first year. These
subordinates were originally identified as individuals with
whom the respondent had good communication and who were not
involved in the training. This procedure produced a test
population of 72 in each state. As in the first year's
evaluation, the assumption was made that "good communication"
meant that the individual thus identified would be to some
degree sensitive to the influence of the training. This
assumption seems even more valid for the present study, for
the test organizations have since developed and conducted
in-service training programs based on what they learned
from the AMA.

In the control states, the questionnaire was mailed
to a pre-arranged contact in each agency who then distributed
the questionnaire. In control state 1 the population was
identified as being the same as the one tested in year one.
In the control state added for the second year's evaluation
the state superintendent was asked to identify the 24
persons who were felt to be the most important in terms of
the operation of the agency. This was the same procedure
used by the AMA in selecting persons to be trained and in
testing control state 1. Again, the total potential
population which completed the questionnaire in each control
staza was seventy-two.

The procedure we followed in the local educational
agencies was identical. However, because only 12 top
administrators were trained in each of the pilot LEA's
the total population in each LEA was thirty - six -- twelve
administrators and twenty-four subordinates.

The questionnaires were administered circumspectly
so as to insure anonymity. Instructions on the cover nage
of the questionnaire asked respondents to return the ques-
tionnaire to the contact person in a sealed envelope, and
a Plain brown envelope was distributed with each question-
naire for this purpose.
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Section 7: Statistical Analysis of the Questionnaire Data

The major problem in statistical analysis of the
questionnaire data was to select a statistic that was both
comprehensive and powerful. Another imnortant problem
was to determine simultaneously to what extent the compared
groups were similar or dissimilar and to what extent the
training was producing change as measured by the question-
naire items.

The statistical test we chose to analyze this data
was the Two-Way Analysis of Variance, the same statistic
used in the Yl evaluation. Conventionally, this statistic
can be designed in two ways. One design enables a compari-
son of row and column variance plus a test for interaction
between rows and columns.9 We chose the second design
here on the grounds that it was important to know whether
the interaction of training effects and differences between
States were significantly influencing analysis of the row
and column data. In essence, this design checks the selec-
tion-maturation problem which was questionably controlled
by the original research design (Cf. Chapter Two).

This particular statistic (1) tests for the existence
of significant differences between the States and LEA's
which are being compared (this test is made on the basis
of both the mean scores and the variances around each of these
means); (2) tests, on the same grounds--means and variance
around the means--for the effects of training on the basis
of before and after scores.

The first of these tests, in effect, holds time
constant, and answers the question, "Axe the groups statis-
tically different from each other?" Th4s is represented
by row variance and is summarized by the value of the F
staatic. The other analysis, column variance, examines
for differences over time and pr3VOFF an answer to the
question, "Did the training program have a statistically
significant effect?" Throughout, the .05 level of
significance is the minimum basis for tha decision that
training did indeed produce a difference.10

9
Herbert Blalock, Social Statistics (New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1960), pp. 257=707EreWaially p. 264.

10
In case the reader is not familiar with this

terminology, the ,05 level of significance means that if we
say a difference exists between grout's. we would e...pect to
be incorrect in making this inference only five times out
of a hundred. By the phrase greater significance we mean
the .01 or .001 level which means we would expect to be
incorrect is saying a difference existed between the groups
only once out of one hundred times or once out of one



69

Section 8: Summary: Statistics Used to Analyze
Questionnaire !aterial

In the context of this study, analysis of column
variance is thus an analysis of the effects of training.
The analysis of column variance will if change
occurred between the scores obtained in two dirferent
punak:

Row variance means an analysis of differences'
between the states, independent of changes that occurred
over time willIR-the states. This statistic tells us if
the states differ from each other in the degree of emphasis
given a particular item when change in emphasis given to
the item is held constant and our only concern is the amount
of emphasis in each state for a specified time period.

With two exceptions, we evoke only one research
design in the analysis of the questionnaire data. This is

the Non-equivalent Control Group Design discussed in
Chapter Two of this report. This design apries to all
the questionnaire items continued from the Yl questionnaire,
for which we have data at four times, including a pre-train-

ing test. The meaning of this data is straightforward
and can be confidently interp,..eted.

The first exception involves four items which were
not asked in the control states because they queried
attitudes related to AMA training and were applicable only
to managers in the experimental states. In these instances
we are faced with a weak resarch design because of the
absence of a control group. 11 When this problem is encoun-
tered in the text we remind the reader of it.

The second exception involves items which were added

to the Y2 questionnaire and thus allow only a T3-T4 compari-

son. No pre-training data exists to be used with this data.
We must therefore be much more cautious in interpreting

this materia1.12 However, because a second control group
was added in T3 and because we can draw rather direct
inferences from the Tl-T4 comparisons and the organizational
documents to support the results of this data, we have made
judgments concerning training effects based on this data.

Again, the readc7 will be reminded when such qualified data
appears in the text.

tnousand times respectively. The greater the significance
the greater the probability cf a correct decision.

11Cf. Chapter Two of this report for a complete
discussion of the problems related to this type of research

design.

12Cf. Chapter Two - Research Methodology.
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Section 9: The Use of Interviews

Unlike questionnaires, interviews require a tremen-
dous investment of time by researchers and respondents.
There re also difficult and time consuming tasks which
must be completed to utilize the data thus collected.
These include developing across-the-board content cate-
gories to analyze data which does not fall neatly into
categories, since interviewees are asked to respond
spontaneously to whatever questions are posed. For pur-
poses of coding, a structural or forced - choice interview
mode is usually suggested.

Disadvantages are outweighed in this evaluation
situation, however, by advantages. Backstrom and Harsh
point out that the free-response question is especially
useful:

(1) where the researcher has limited
knowledge as to the kind of answers a
particular question is likely to pro-
voke, (2) where he anticipates a great
range of responses, (3) where he is
interested in what the respondent will
volunteer on a subject before specific
prompting, or (4) where he wants to go
a little deeper into respondents'
motivations.13

This free response interview technique has compara-
tive advantages over the imposition of controls. The
interviewer can provide the overall framework for the
interview by asking a set number of basic questions. But
any follow-up questions are based on the responses of the
interviewee. As such, the interview techniques adol,ted
for Yl and Y2 allow us to be more confident of the findings
and conclusions generated by the interview data.

As the first year's report made clear, the semi -
structured interview

enables the respondent to describe
circt'mstances and events with a
minimal amount of definitional struc
ture provided la the researcher.
Theoretically, materiaFEMTEgd
through this method will be more
"reality oriented"; more as the inter-
viewee sees and defines things. There

13
Backstrom and Hursh, 22. cit., p. 73
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is also reason to believe that data
gathered through this technique will
be more conservative, i.e., less
likely to show training effects and
that when effects are produced they
are more likely to be of meaning and
value to the respondent and, hence,
the organization . . . the semi-
structured interview process is more
likely to reveal internOfized beliefs
held by the respondent. L'

Section 10: Administration of the Interviews

The procedure followed in conducting the interviews
duplicated that of the first year's research. The top
twenty-four administrators chosen by the State Superintendent
to participate in the training were interviewed in the two
experimental states. The top twelve administrators were
interviewed in Control State 1. As in the first year, the
analysis of the interviews is restricted to the top twelve
administrators in each state educational agency.

With one exception, interviews were conducted
exactly as they had been during the Yl research. Inter-
views took place on-site in the organizations themselves,
in settings which insured maximum privacy. A slightly
different format was followed with the Control State in Y2.
Because of scho,.duling difficulties and the fact that the
Control State was entering training 3n the Fall of 1971,
the research team conducted the first set of interviews
at the AMA training site in Hamilton, New York, at night
and in the privacy of respondents' rooms. The second set
of interviews were conducted on-site in each organization.

Each respondent in all interviews was asked twelve
questions in the Fall and fifteen questions in th. Spring.
They were assured of their anonymity and urged to be as
open and candid as possible.

The questions continued from the Yl evaluation were:

1. What do you think you got out of the training experi-
ence with AMA?

2. How are major decisions made in the State Department?
3. What is the role of planning in running the state's

schools?
4. How do you feel about the direction your organization

is moving?

1
4Kirkhart and Tanner, 92. cit., pp, 37-38.
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5. What are the roadblocks to change in this organiza-
tion?

The questions asked in the Fall and Snring of Y2 were:

6. Do you feel that the objectives developed during AMA
training reflect the most serious and pressing needs
of state education?

7. Were there any people or groups whom you feel should
have participated in the development of objectives
for the state department of education who did not
participate? .

8. Is planning influencing the decisionmaking process
within the state department of education?

9. How has the planning unit helped you to plan?
10. Toward what action plan objectives has measurable

progress been made by your division?
11. Toward what action plan objectives has measurable

progress been made by the state department as a whole?
12. What changes'in the planning process or in the action

plan itself do you feel are necessary at this time?

The questions asked in the Spring of Y2 were:

13. What specific methods do you use to determine if the
continuing and specific objectives of your division
are being met?

14. Have performance standards been established for your
subordinates based on the objectives in your division's
plan?

15. Do you have regular performance reviews with your
subordinates?

The interviewers worked 17.Jm a set of cards which
conta'led the questions and insured that the order of
items was always the same. After the initial response,
non-directive probes were used to draw out the respondent
and insure that he had responded to the question as fully
as he could or wished to do. Feedback techniques were
used, i.e., "I hear you saying that..." or "the major
points you are making are...." This technique served to
elicit additional information and also to corr9ct and
clarify impressions the respondent was making.15

Section 11: Anal sis of the Semi-Structured Interview Data

Tape-recorded material from the interviews produced
approximately twelve pages of double-spaced typescript per

15Before the interview process was begun both inter-
viewers went through a training session to improve and
practice their ability to provide non- directive feedback.
This training was provided by the faculty advisor to this
project.
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respondent. The material was subjected to content analy-
sis and coded,16 a procedure that involved organizing the
material in such a way that answers were provided to
specific questions being researched. A random sample of
the interviews were reviewed and a set of categories was
developed for each interview item.17 A seven point scale
was used to quantify the responses.

We have used twelve of the interview questions in
the data base of this study. The questions and the content
categories we use in this report are listed below.

Interview Questions and Content Analysis Categories

A. What do you think you got out of the training experience
with AMA?

1. Definition of the institution's mission
2. Modify previously established objectives
3. Determine priorities
4. Identify and analyze alternative courses of

action
5. Define standards of performance for key admin-

is trators
6. Specify task completion dates and action

assignments
7. Assign responsibilities to subordinate units
8. Design a methodology by which future performance

may be evaluated in relationto the performances
specified in the plan

9. Produce and implement a long-range strategic
plan

10. Establish credibility of planning
11. Promote cooperative team work

B. Do you feel that the objectives developed as a result
of AMA training reflect the most serious and pressing
needs of state education?

11. (Question acts as a content domain - no sub-
classification .:ecessary)

1 6C1-:. Robert North, Content Analysis (Evanston: North-
western Univ. Press, 1963); Ole R. Holsti, Content Analysis,
for the Social Sciences and Humanities (ReadIng, Mass.:
7=on-WBernardllerelson, Content Analy-
sis in Communication Research (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press,

nn).
17The complete coding document is found in Appendix

of this report.
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C. How are major decisions made in the State Department?

12. Involvement in decisionmaking
13. Quality (effectiveness of decisionmaking)

D. What is the role of planning in running the state's
schools?

14. Role cf planning (how integral is it?)
15. Need for planning (how much is needed?)
16. Emergence of planning (when it became an issue?)

E. Is planning influencing the decisionmaking process
within the State Department of Education?

17. (Question acts as a content domain - no sub-
classification necessary)

F. How hms the planning unit helped you to plan?

18. Awareness of need to evaluate our plans
19. Available to answer planning questions
20. Reviewing and refining plans
21. Provides leadership in the implementation of

planning
22. Provides in-service training in planning

G. Toward what action plan objectives has measurable
progress been made by your division?

23. Number of objectives toward which progress has
been made

24. Level of progress toward those objectives

H. How do you feel about the direction your organization
is moving?

25. (Question acts as a content domain - no sub-
classification necessary)

I. What are the roadblocks to change in this organization?

26. Adequate Resources
27. Control System expressed through decisionmaking

process
28. Sense of SED mission
29. Amount of cooperative teamwork present

J. Have performance standards been established for your
subordinates based on the objectives in your division
plan?
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30. Extent of Use
31. Need for Performance Standar 's

K. Do you have regular performance reviews with your
subordinates?

32. Existence of Performance Reviews

L. What specific methods do you use to determine if the
continuing and specific objectives of your division are
being met?

33. Performance Reviews
34. Questionnaires
35. Task Completion Inventories
36. Unobtrusive Measures

Section 12: Procedures Used in Content Coding

The validity of content coding depends heavily on a
common understanding among the coders. To deal with this
problem in the Yl evaluation, the field researcher for Y1
and the two members of the Y2 research team worked jointly
to develop the content categories and to code the inter-
views. Given this previous experience, the Y2 research
team coded the interviews they completed in the second
year of research.

In order to insure that this material would be
treated as objectively as possible, we made every effort
to develop a mutual understanding of the material and the
way it was to be coded. Several trial runs were undertaken
in which each coder independently coded the same interview
and then compared his product to assure a high degree of
similarity in each coder's procedure. Once similarity was
attained, the entire body of interviews was coded.

The coders read the entire interview document prior
to coding. This was done to avoid the Assumption that the
interviewee's verbal response always proceeded in an exactly
logical, seque-tial manner. Thus we could incorporate
remarks that were appropriate to an earlier section of the
interview but were articulated only later. We intended
to give the respondent every opportunity to provide
recordable material for the research; since this meant, in
many instances. maximum comment on matters directly related
to the goals of the AMA project, this also means that, if
anything, a positive bias exists -in the scores we recorded.
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Section 13: Statistical Analysis of the Content 4aterial

Because the number of subjects in this analysis
is small, it was necessary to select statistical tests
expressly designed for small samples--non-parametric
statistics. Since the semi-structured interview is
designed to enable the respondent to project his or her
own definition of the situation onto the research question,
the number of respondents to each of the research categories
defined by the coding instrument fluctuates considerably.
This fluctuation provides one point of analysis; the
scaling technique which recorded intensity of response
provided a second point of analysis. In order to test for
differences in intensity of reaction, the Kruskal-Wallis
One-Way analysis of variance was applied to the scale
scores. This test, capable of handling extremely small
numbers of respondents, still provides a meaningful analysis
of the probability of differences between groups.18

The procedure utilized in this test is to pool the
scores of individuals from both groups and then rank this
total set of data from high to low. Each individual score
is translated into an ordered ranking in which the highest
individual score in the pool receives the lowest numerical
score. In other words, the individual whose response was
highest would receive the ranking of one, the individual
with the second highest response would receive a two, etc.,
until all individuals have been ranked. Then this aggre-
gate data which is composed of responses from both groups
is redistributed back to individual group rankings. Using
a comparison of the strength of these rankings in each
group, a decision can be made, based on probability, about
whether the groups are or are not different,

The Kruskal-Wallis test thus enables us to decide
which group placed the greatest emphasis on the research
category. This test is not affected by the number of
respondents in each group; it simply reveals (given any
number of respondents) whether the degree of emphasis,
differs between the groups. The test staaitic whfch
pRIVIES-airraamation is the H statistic. Only when
this value reaches the .05 level of significance will we
say that a difference existed between the subject groups.

A second test was included to examine the important
question of what kinds of fluctuations occurred in the
number of respondents and whether or not these fluctuations
were significant between groups. The semi-structured

18Cf., Sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics for
the Behavioral Sciences (New York: Mcdraw-Hill, 1956),
pp. 184-93.
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interview, designed to enable the respondent to say what
was important to him at that particular time, makes this
question very significant. If the training program had
any impact on attitudes, a larger number of people would
possibly be Aware of specific issues after the training
than were aware of the same issues before training.

The question we wanted to explore was, "Did the
training have the effect of changing the population of
people who were aware of specific issues?" Since we cou'd
answer the question of.changing emphasis by the test pre-
viously described, we wanted to determine if, independent
of intensity of reaction, aggregate awareness changed.
The Binomial Test of Proportions proVraiiins informa-
tion. 19 It provides a useful analysis so long as the
population is less than twelve;, in those cases where all
of the persons-inieFirgw0Frivided information relevant
to the research category, the test has no meaning; aware-
ness of the issue already existed for all people.

The symbol used in the text to represent the Binomial
Test will be a P; only when its value is such that the .05
level (or a greater difference) is obtained will we say
that a difference existed between the groups studied.

Section 14: Summary: Statistics Used to Analyze the
Interview Content Data

The text relies heavily on the Kruskal-Wallis
statistic; in a number of instances the test of proportions
also will be used. The first of these tells us whether a
significant change appears in the degree of emphasis given
to a particular research category when one group is
compared to another. The second test tells us whether
significant increase exists in the degree of aggregate
awareness, independent of intensity expressed, which can
EFITITTEuted to the effect of training or which existed
between the groups.

Finally, it should be pointed out that interpreta-
tion of these statistics is somewhat ambiguous in some
instances. Because interview questions which were directly
related to expected or actual experience with the AMA
training program were only relevant to the two Experimental
States, we faced the problem of a weak research design
whenever these questions were encountered elsewhere. As
was discussed above, in such instances we grappled with a
research design which lacked a Control group.

19
Blalock, 22. cit., pp. 176-77.
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Whenever data of this type is encountered, its
interpretation should be regarded as more tenuous than is
the case when a Control group comparison is included.
The reader will be reminded of this, too, when such data
appears.

Section 15: The Use of Organizational Documents

A great variety of organizational documents have
been searched and reviewed to offer background to the
evaluation and the evaluators. Most evaluator's agree that
"mere collection of data does not constitute evaluation."20
This information has served as qualitative support for
our conclusions when they did not lend themselves to total
quantification or when their accuracy could not be guaran-
teed by the research design itself. As we have indicated
earlier, because of nonrandom selection of the experimental
population and the lack of conclusive proof of pre-sampling
equivalence, judgment must lead the way into areas unmapped
by statistical analysis.

Organizational documents offer another back-up
indicator to the interviews and questionnaires which will
lend greater credence to our findings. Frequently, a
particular evaluation of the effect of a program based on
one or two indicators will be contradicted or amended if
another indicator is taken into account; different indi-
cators give different perspectives on the same program.

We suggest that, as a general rule, any
measurement of a social science concept
that relies on a single indicator should
be viewed as dubious. While simply add-
ing more indicators is of little value
if they measure the same dimension, draw-
ing on two or more indicators of differ-
ent dimensions provides at least partial
insurance against fractional coverage
and its dysfunctions."

Searches of organizational documents can be more
quickly done than administration and analysis of tests.

20Egon G. Guba, "The Failure of Educational
Evaluation," Educational Technology (May, 1969).

21Amitai Etzioni and Edward W. Leham, "Some Dangers
in 'Valid' Social Measurement," The Annals, 373 (September,
1967), p. 4.
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One of the many drawbacks to quantitative analysis is that
its results come too long after the conclusion of the
evaluation to be useful in making methodological changes.
With Y2, we have been able to use organizational documents
to focus other instruments on crucial areas. The time
lag between data collection and judgment about the effec-
tiveness of instruments to measure what should be neasured
has been abbreviated slightly.

Finally, as Campbell has written, organizational
documents enable prior records of the experimental group
to serve as the control or the basis for inferring what
would have happened without the intervention of the train-
ing program.24 For example, if an LEA had not published
a comprehensive plan or cost benefit analysis for several
years before the AMA program, and then in the year
subsequent produced even a few such documents, such a
change may reasonably be connected to the training program.
Or if an SED established a planning unit immediately after
the training program where none had existed previously,
the AMA could claim at least partial credit.

Section 16: Analysis of Organizational Documents

Y2 has relied on organizational documents as
indirect, and occasionally dire.A, evidence of the impact
of AMA training. Such papers include: (1) action plans
developed by SED's and LEA's during AMA training, (2) plans
produced by SED's/LEA's subsequent to ::raining either to
amend existing action plans or to elaborate on them, (3)

attempts to implement AMA-suggested preconditions for
effective planning such as in-service training, agency-
wide job descriptions, etc., (4) revisions in the organi-
zational chart (such as the establishment of a planning
unit) as indirect evidence of pre/post training's formal
emphasis on planning, (5) previous consulting reports on
the strengths and weaknesses of the experimental SED/LEA's,
and (6) miscellaneous evidence of planning output, e.g.,
use of indices of goal attainment, input of client groups
as shown by samples and feedback from LEA officials, etc.

22Donald T. Campbell, "Considering the Case Against
Experimental Evaluations of Social Innovation," Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 15:1, pp. 110-113. See also:
wildbms as Experiments,"American Psychologist, 24, pp.
409-429 by the same author.
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INTRODUCTION

Our central concern in this evaluation is to
measure the impact of the AMA's training program over time
and in the context of the organizational environment of
attitudes and actions inside the experimental organizations.tEraWaial questions WG attempt to answer here are "To
what extent--if any--did the MA Program chan e the atti-
tudes and actions of the people in the experimental
organizations? What effect on organizational output did
any such change exert?" To be considered effective the
training program must have eventually improved the output
of the organizations trained.

Our analysis of attitudinal change is based on the
assumption that people in organizations act on the basis
of a complex network of beliefs, values, norms, and defini-
tions of reality that are peculiar to the organization.
Based on the stated premises of the AMA (discussed below)
we assume that the training program attempted to change
some of these attitudes.

We do not assume that a direct relationship
necessarily obtains between expressed beliefs and actual
behavior or that beliefs and values held by persons in an
organization are always consistent with their overt
behavior.

Attitudinal change is a necessary
condition to changing organizational
behavior but not a necessary and suf-
ficient condition. Social reartirrii
an organization is considerably more
complex and is in all cases conditioned
by perceived possibilities of action
"in-the-situation." These possibilities
are . . . shaped by the environment
(political, economic, social) of the
organization, relationships between and
among departments, group norms or
standards, action possibilities created
by technology, and the orientation of
individual's toward organizational
processes.I

1
Larry Kirkhart ald W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation for

Center for Planning and Development of the American Manage-
ment Association" (Syracuse, rew York: Syracuse Univer-
sity, October, 1971), p. 40.
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Our analysis of impact related to action is based on the
program's objectives set forth by the AMA. 90 are
specifically interested in the effects of time and organi-
zational environment on the plans developed by the exneri-
mental organizations during PM". training. To what extent
have the continuing and specific objectives of the plans
produced during and subsequent to training been achieved?
We are interested too in the plans produced and in measured
progress toward the achievement of the stated objecriVFW:--

Before discussing the conceptUal linkage used to
evaluate the impact of the AP1A's Program, it will be useful
to review the basic premises and training approach employed
by the AMA in its management development programs for
educational administrators. !That does AMA perceive to be
management problems in educatignal agencies, and what do
they propose to do about them?4

The AMA Approach: Basic Premises

The AMA recognizes that executives generally lack
sufficient training in managerial principles and practices.
This shortcoming is evinced by many kinds of organizational
enterprises, not only businesses. Persons promoted into
high administrative positions on the basis of past performance
often cannot cope with the increased pressures of those
Positions. According to the AMA, the reasons for executive
failure often include the fact that "seldom is there any
attempt to ensure that appropriate training or experience
in management is part of one's qualifications."3

2The information for this section was gathered from
four basic sources: 1) American Management Association,
"Feasibility and Pilot Programs Proposal: Adapting and
Testing Business Management Development Programs for Educa-
tional Administrators" (June 22, 1970)(Mimeo.); 2) Kirkhart
and Tanner, 22. cit.; 3) Raymond E. Klawuhn and Alexander
J. Basso, "AdaptTE6 and Testing Business 4anagement
Development Programs for Educational Administrators," Final
Report, Vol. 1 (January, 1972); and 4) Informal discusins
with personnel in the American Management Association and
the experimental educational agencies.

3Klawuhn and Basso, 2E. cit., p. 1.
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An ongoing concern of the AmA has been to improve
managerial effectiveness in business and industry. After
an extensive examination, the AMA concluded that many of
the problems they had long been handling in their corporate
clients were also obvious in educational agencies. Because
the problems were similar the solutions could also be
similar. In the words of the AMA:4

1. The management problems facing
educational agencies and institu-
tions are analogous to those facing
business and industrial enterprises.

2. The management skills and techniques
practiced by business and industrial
enterprises could be modified and
effectively applied by managers of
educational agencies.

3. The management and organizational
development programs of the AMA
could be modified and adapted to
the particular requirements of
educational managers, thus enhancing
the management of educational agen-
cies and institutions.

The MA Perspective on Management Problems in Education

In their final AMA renort on the pilot project being
evaluated here, five basic management problems that affect
the performance of educational agencies are summarized:5

1. Decisionmaking processes: Most edu-
cational agencies lack a coherent,
explicit plan of action. Without the
guidelines such a plan would provide,
the decisionmaking process within the
agencies is often nonsystematized and
vague. Administrators never really,
know what the decisionmaking process
of their respective agency is, let
alone what it should be.

2. Organizational Structure: The compara-
tive responsibilities of the various

4lbid., p. 2.

5AMA, 22. cit., pp. 3-4; Klawuhn and Basso, 2E. cit.,
pp. 3-4.
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levels within an educational system
are frequently left undefined. The
powers and duties of school boards,
superintendents, principals, and
staff specialists result from long-
standing tradition and legal provi-
sions rather than any conscious attempt
at organization. Job descriptions and
performance standards for key adminis-
trators either do not exist or are un-
clear. As a result, they are unsure
of what is expected of them and
responsibility becomes diffused. The
agency then becomes unable to deal
with its current problems or future
changes.

3. Cmwertizial-em=into
one theory which could have long-

term benefit for educational agencies
are untranslated into general practice.

4. Integrated Planning: Various agencies
ana levels within the same educational
system work in isolation. Consequently
their plans become unrelated and system
planning becomes fractionalized. Each
part "does its own thing" so the whole
becomes divided and lacks coherent
direction. In addition, means and ends
become confused: strategies for achiev-
ing objectives are accepted as objec-
tives in themselves and short-term,
perhaps temporary, gains are mistaken
for satisfactory end results.

5. Educational Objectives: Realistic and
measurable ob3ectives do not appear as
integral parts of educational decision-
making. They tend to be too general
or too specific, are not relevant to
the real needs of the organization,
and progress toward them cannot be
easily measured, if at all.

The AMA Approach to Management Development

In order to solve these management problems in
education the AMA attempts to improve organizational effec-
tiveness through the development of individual managers.
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Emphasizing "leadership by example"6 the AMA concentrates
on top management and on people directly responsible to
them. Unless top management is attuned to the principles
of good management, openly supporting and practicing them,
there is little likelihood that overall organizational
effectiveness will increase. The AMA's general rule of
thumb, therefore, is to start at the top of the hierarchy,
or as close to the top as possible, for that is where the
power to change an organization usually lies.

Within this top group, a team planning process is
attempted. Organizations involverin the training actually
develop a plan for their organization. It is argued that
by experiencing this process, the participants are forced
to deal with their management problems and develop new
approaches to them. If, for example, decisionmaking is
clearly overcentralized and individuals within the organi-
zation do not thoroughly understand their responsibilities,
solutions to these problems are developed. In this case,
the team may decide that decisions should be made by people
who are responsible for them and set an objective to develop
job descriptions and performance standards that clarify
responsibilities.

The word team is crucial to an understanding of the
AMA approach to organizational management and planning.
AMA believes that "the crucial factor is the degree to
which the training/learning experience represents a change
in accepted or traditional practices and procedures."7 If
the modified behavior does not radically depart from past
modes of administrative operations and interpersonal
relations, then its adoption should proceed smoothly. But
in those cases where modified behavior is radically differ-
ent, forces within the organization will resist and may
oppose its adoption because the behavior threatens their
accepted ways. Within such a hostile environment, individ-
uals may find it difficult to retain their modified behavior
patterns and may return to other behaviors more in line with
the organizations

Accordingly, the AMA seeks to change the behaviors of
entire teams of managers. By involving the entire executive
staffs R-Ta experimental educational agencies, AMA
theorizes, people :receive suitable reinforcement from their
colleagues for maintaining and actually diffusing their new
approach to management 6,171 planning in the face of normal
organizational resistance. Since AMA teams constitute the
top management of the organization, this mutual reinforce-
ment is expected to sustain program effects as they percolate
to lower levels.8

7
Ibid., p. 12.

BCf. Chapter One of this report for a thorough discus-
sion of the AMA's actual training design and format.
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The AMA's Pilot Project

-The two major objectives of the original pronosal

1. To determine the feasibility of
developing and applying particular
learning methods and modified con-
tents of AMA's management development-
programs, which would be considered
effective for training various levels
of educational administrators.

2. To introduce and experimentally con-
duct these educational programs for
representative multi-state, multi-
level groups of educational adminis-
trators over a period of one year.

With the concurrence of USOE, the MIA listed fourteen
criteria on which the training program should be evaluated:

1. an agreed -upon definition of the
agency's mission,

2. established continuing objectives and
planning procedures for long-range
achievement of the institution's mission,

3. identified resources and constraints,
4. differentiated between where the insti-

tution is going and where it wants to go,
5. modifiea-previously established objectives,
6. identified and analyzed alternative

courses of action,
7. determined nriorities,
8. made strategic action assignments,
9. defined standards of performance for

key administrators,
10. specified task completion dates,
11. designed supplementary planning efforts,
12. assigned responsibilities to subordinate

units,
13. designed a methodology by which future

performance may be evaluated in relation
to the performance specified in the plan,

14. produced and are implementing a long-
range strategic plan.

The AMA perspective insists that these are not abstract
principles but concrete realities requiring concrete

p. 5.

9AMA, 2E. cit., p. 4; Klawuhn and Basso, 2E. cit.,
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decisions. As such, their development during I training
substantially contributes to improving the decisionmaking
process. AMA believes that the only way to learn is by

doing. The AMA concludes:

. n . that the criteria were based on
the expectation that educational mana-
gers would acquire decisionmaking skills
and successfully apply them to their
own education agencies. A second, al-
though not so obvious conclusion, is
that the training aspects of the Team
Planning Process were definitely
of secondary importance. That they were
necessary precedent is certainly to the
point, especially from the theoretical
viewpoint; but these woull be reinforced
by actual application: by making deci-
sions, by creating a strategic plan; by
identifying resources, etc. 10

The final criterion by which to asess program effectiveness
was actual progress toward the objectives enumerated in the
plans produced. Unless the changed behaviors and new
plans had some impact on pupils and other clients for whom
they were intended, the program could not really be called

a success.

Inasmuch as effectiveness is a function
of the results achieved for the resources
consumed, any final judgment as to the
adaptability oY-Ealness management
principles to education must be reserved
until a comparison of past results with
future results as expressed in each in-

stitution's plan is possible.11

Linking Program with Organizational Impact

As in the Yl evaluation we have concept alined the
research variables used in this project in terms of Likert's
causal, intervening, and end-result variables.12 Each of
the next three chapters will treat each of these categories

in turn.

The causal variables are discussed in Chapter Foar,

Organizational Planning Process. Causal variables are
defined here as 'Independent variables which determine the

course of developments within an organization and the

1 1
°Ibid. 'Ibid., p.

2Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (Mew York,
1967), pp. 26, 29.
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results achieved by the organization."
13 In the context

of this evaluation we have defined the AMA's basic train-
ing goals listed above as being causal variables; the
extent to which they have been achieved will highly deter-
mine the effectiveness of the training program ane
consequent impact on organizational output. .blish-
ment of these variables is seen as essential he develop-
ment of a viable planning process within the experimental
organizations.

The intervening variables are displayed in Chapter
Five, The Development of the Organizational Management
Environment. These describe the health of an organization- -
in this case the internal environment of the organizations
hale against the professional management criteria of the
AMA. As has been discussed above, the AMA has specific
process objectives for leadership style, decisionmaking
process, and management team relations in any organization.
It is our purpose to evaluate the extent to which these
organizational processes changed as a result of the train-
ing program.

Chapter Six is concerned with the evaluation of the
effects of the training program on the output of the
organization. We have defined as /Jnd-result variables the
plans produced by the organizations and measured progress
toward the achievement of the objectivesWained. Both
are considered equally important. An observable impact
on the output of the organizations trained seen as the
essential precondition of a positive evaluation of the
AMA's pilot project.

Reporting mat

In the following three chapters we examine as
thoroughly as possible the attitudes and actions taken by
the organizational participants concerning the various
research variables.

The analysis of organizational documents appears
first. Most of this material is discussed in Chapters
Four and Six and relates specifically to the plans which
have or have not been produced and implemented in the
experimental organizations. We also discuss other elements
of the AMA training goals, for example, performance
standards and evaluation methodologies developed.

Following the analysis of organizational documents,
data concerning our attitudinal research variables is

13
Ibid.
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offered. This data is organized so that the interview
conter' ,,?"isis appears first. These data emerge from
intervl-us with the top twelve administrators in each
experimental state and in the original control-state.
Similar interviews were not conducted in the Local
Educational Agencies, so this analysis speaks only of
SED's.

The questionnaire data for the larger populations
in the states is presented next. As the reader will
recall from Chapter Three, questionnaires were completed
by the twenty-four people who completed training and by
two subordinates of each of these persons. This created
a total population of about 72 in each state. The same
procedure was followed in the Control States.

Next we present data collected in the Local Educa-
tional Agencies. Because of the wider range of data
available, our primary focus rests on the State Educational
Departments. In each chapter SED data will be presented
first, followed by a separate section on the LEA's.

In examining the impact on the SED's and LEA's we
have integrated wherever possible the data developed over
the two year life of this evaluation. Each chapter is
followed by a summary in which specific, data-based
conclusions are made. A final conclusion and judgment
regarding the overall effectiveness of the American
Management Association's pilot project appears in Chapter
Seven.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

In this chapter we examine thirteen of the criteria
put forward by the AMA as the basis of training program
evaluation.) These "causal" variables are independent
variables which should influence, at least theoretically,
the course of future developments within the participating
educational agencies and the results they achieved.2
Achievement of these criteria alone will not guarantee
success to the program; much depends on the internal
climate of the organization (intervening variables) and
an assessment of educational gains made by these agencies
due to training (end-result variables). We include here
evidence of the AMA's fourteenth training goal, the
implementation of a long-range strategic plan. But satis-
factory progress on the causal variables is a first Step
toward, and a necessary precondition of, progress on the
other variables.

Specifically, we evaluate the criterion-referenced
actions taken during and after NIA training, as well as
participant attitudes toward them. Our examination is
divided into four. parts.

The first area (Organizational Planning Process -
Area I) deals the 7 criteria most fully developed by
the experimental units during the training program. The
!;econd area (Organizational Planning Process - Area II)
considers those criteria which were not addressed until
after the training program. Although the AM initially
implied that all criteria would be met to some degree at
the training site, some were reserved for attention only
after training ended. In both parts, we assess what was
accomplished, offer data displays based on participant
attitudes, and analyze why certain things happened and
others did not.

In the third area (LEA Data), data gathered A:rom
participating local.education agencies (LEA's) is intro-
duced. Here we study the attitudes expressed by school
district personnel toward selected criteria. A two-year

1American Management Association, "Feasibility and
Pilot Programs Proposal!: Adanting and Testing Business Man-
agement Development Programs for Educational Administrators"
(June 22, 1970), PP. 4-5 (mimeograph).

2Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York:
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data display similar to.that used for the SED's is pre-
sented. Finally, we offer some conclusions about the
attitudinal changes produced by AMA training in the LEA's
in relation to the criteria.

The fourth area (Overall Conclusions and Summary)
assesses anaiiiiiarizes the preceding three sections. It
is an overall outline of the extent to which wc believe
the causal variables/criteria have been met by AMA training
in the experimental educational agencies. The concluding
section is based not only on whether or not each variable/
criterion was accomplished but also on how participants
view them. As we have urged in previous chapters, actions
and attitudes are mutually dependent; without changes in
both, prospects of long-term organizational change are
diminished.

AREA I: THE CAUSAL VARIABLES 1 THROUGH 7; SED'S

Here we examine the extent to which the first seven
goals of the AMA were accomplished and what the participants
thought of them. The following discussion is divided into
two parts. The first part broadly discusses expected
results, actual results, and significant issues raised by
these items. The second part displays and discusses the
attitudinal data.

Section 1: Action

A. Expected Results

We will enumerate the first seven AMA criteria, and
provide definitions where appropriate. The definitions
paraphrase those used by AMA in the planning documents.

1. Agreed upon a definition of the institution's
mission;

Mission: The broadest, most comprehensive
statement that can be made about central or
continuing purpose. The chief function or
responsibility of an organization which
justifies continuing support of the organi-
zation and provides initial direction for
its management or administration. The
purpose of the mission statement is to
provide clear focus for the resources of
the organization.

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), pp. 26, 29.
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2. Established continuing objectives and planning
procedures for long range achievement of the
institution's mission;

Continuing Objectives: Statements of
general direction or intent. A continuing
objective is broad, timeless and unconcerned
with particular achievement within a speci-
fied period.

3. Identified resources and constraints;

Resources: An estimate of the personnel,
money, material, and information available
to the institution to do what it wants to do.

Constraints: Internal or external forces
which influence, impede or prevent the insti-
tution from doing what it wants to do.

4. Differentiated between where the institution is
going and where it wants to go;

5. Modified previously established objectives;

Specific Objectives: Are quantifiable and/or
observable acRievements which can be measured
within a given time and under specified con-
ditions. Specific objectives whould reflect
the critical factors required for the attain-
ment of a continuing objective. The achieve-
ment of a specific objective, therefore,
contributes toward the attainment of the
overall goal. Objectives should be clearly
differentiated from the means (strategies)
employed to attain them.

6. Identified and analyziA alternative courses of
action;

Strategies: Are the programmatic means used
to attain a specific objective?

7. Determined priorities;

Priorities: Judgment of relative importance
3T-353WEEIVes when considered in relation to
significant criteria. Objectives with "high"
priority are emphasized more than, and usually
implemented prior to, those with "low"
priority.
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B. Actual Results

Taking the above seven causal variables/criteria,
we examine how much they have been accomplished, at least on
paper. We drew no conclusions here as to their relevance ,

to actual organizational behavior. In the next section we
offer supplementary evidence based on participant attitudes.
Our present purpose is merely to determine the extent to
which the State Education Departments performed the above
exercises as stipulated in the original project proposal.
The following chart summarizes our findings, and all these
items are explained in the following text.

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS

SED LEVEL

AMA CRITERIA 1-7

FALL, 1970 to SPRING, 1972

Amount of Progress
No. Criteria

1. Agreed upon a definition
of the institution's
mission

2. Established continuing
objectives and planning
procedures for long-
range achievement of
the institution's
mission

Minimum Moderate Maximum

3. Identified resources
and constraints El, E2

4. Differentiated between
where the institution is
going and where it wants
to go El, E2

5. Modified previously
established objectives El, E2

6. Identified and analyzed
alternative courses of
action El, E2

El, E2

El, E2

7. Determined priorities El E2
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Both experimental states had similar experiences
and similar results while at Hamilton. Each underwent
training and prepared materials covering all seven areas.
There were some differences in the form of presentation as
well as in content but these are not significant. By and
large, comparable degrees of progress were made by the two
groups at the training site.

A mission statement and set of continuing objectives
were deve13607i ESED #1 and #2..3 The planning documents
devoted considerable space to an external and internal

3
These can be found in the planning documents pro-

duced by both states. See: Raymond E. Rlawuhn and Alexander
J. Basso, "Final Report: Adapting and Testing Business
Management Development Programs for Educational Administra-
tors" (January, 1972), ESED #1: Vol. III & IV;ESED #2: Vol. II.

Examples:

ESED #1 ESED #2

Mission Statement

The mission of the . . .

state education agency is
to ensure through informed
and effective leadership at
the state and local levels
those learning experiences
which are compatible with
individual needs, interests,
and capabilities and which
will lead to continued
education and/or employment
for all students.

The mission of the . . .

state department of educa-
tion is to ensure that the
current and continuing
educational needs of the
children, youth, and adults
of the state are met compre-
hensively, effectively, and
efficiently.

Continuing Objectives

Consistent with a realistic
appraisal of their needs,
interests, and abilities,
all students in the state
of . . . leaving the
elementary-secondary schools
will:

1. Be qualified to either
continue formal educa-
tion or become employed

2. Demonstrate competencies

To insure that each student
completing his elementary-
secondary school program:

1. Is prepared to continue
his education or to meet
the requirements of the
job market in a field
consistent with his inter-
est and ability.

2. Has a command of the
learning skills. . . .
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analysis of both organizattons including a review of
resources and constraints. These are the areas of greatest
training site accomplishment.

Neither group was able to complete action on every
criterion as originally intended. Less was immediately
accomplished on some than on others. While good starts
wore made on enumerating specific objectives and strategies,
this catalogue was not completed at Hamilton. In addition,
ESED #1 did not finalize its priorities, until later.'

in the arts sufficient to
enable the student to make
wise value judgments and
to make creative use of
his artistic talents.

4
Internal Analysis: A catalog of factors which col-

lectively describe the nature of the institution, its capabil-
ity and limitations; this analysis is to be restricted to
those factors which are within the control of the institution
and which play a significant role in determining the most
appropriate course of action for the institution. Topics
considered included: organization, beliefs, characteristics,
functions, resources, strengths, and weaknesses.

External Analysis: A catalog and analysis of those
factors, outside of the control of the organization, which
serve as constraints or whose interaction with the organiza-
tion determine the appropriate behavior modes for the organi-
zation. For each of the critical factors identified the
team made explicit assumptions describing expected trends
in each of the areas for the planning period. While these
factors are beyond the control of the organization there
should be a common understanding of the trends, rate of
change, and kind of change anticipated in each of the areas.
This will insure that all plans will be based on the same
assumptions about the future. (AMA definitions.)

A recurring problem in the development of plans accord-
ing to the AMA process is the absence of any direct contact
between the external and internal analyses and the plans sub-
sequently developed. While listing beliefs, assumptions,
resources, etc. probably serves a useful "consciousness
raising" function by keeping these considerations before
participants, the extent to which plans reflected them is
questionable.

5
The subject matter priorities in ESED #1 are early

childhood education, career education, human relations, and
reading. ESED #2 has established early childhood education,
human relations and reading. Of the two states, the priorities
in ESED #2 are more obvious and publicized at this point. See:



99

Reasons given for these postponements included lack
of time and qualified personnel and an underestimation of
how long it would actually take to lay out an action plan
for an entire state education department. According to
some persons with whom we talked, delay also served to
avoid conflict, especially over the priorities.

We're just getting around to doing that
now; giving priority to some divisions
means you have to downgrade others. No
one around here wants to get caught in
that crossfire. When they do announce
the winners and losers, they'll probably
do it before dawn one day and then duck
to avoid getting their heads blown off.6

This deferment was not permanent. In terms of setting
things down on paper and formally agreeing to them, action
had been taken on all criteria once the first phase of train-
ing ended and participants returned home.

In any event, what really matters is not a count of
the number of objectives, strategies and studies written
(either at Hamilton or back in the organizational environ-
ment) but an analysis of what has happened to them in the
year since training ended. The mission statement and
continuing objectives are essentially the same today as
they were immediately after training. However, the specific
objectives and strategies have been extensively revised for
reasons that will become clear below. Typical of both
states was the comment that:

State Superintendent, "Memo to Professional Personnel:
Strengthening the Department" (November 3, 1971); in addi-
tion, the research team has examined a series of pamphlets
cn educational priorities which has been circulated to
external groups and educational agencies.

6
Executive Staff, ESED 11

To protect the anonymity of interviewees but provide the
reader with some information on their hierarchical rank and
agency, the following identification system will be used
throughout the remainder of this report:

TOP MANAGEMENT

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

rsED #1 ESED #2

executive staff

division director

consultant/special-
ist

executive staff

division director

consultant
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They have been revised. The majority
of the specific objectives have been
discarded to be rcdeveloped by persons
with competence in those areas and worth
appropriate input from persons to be
affected. So there's no question but
that they will be revised and will come
out in a somewhat different form.7

Specific objectives have been extensively revised
by individuals within the SED's who have the competence and
responsibility for the specific areas in question. AMA
standards of what defines a good objective and other
elements of the overall planning process have been retained
in both states. Thus, the content has been changed in some
areas, thought the AMA structure has been retained.

In dealing with outside constituencies, some changes
have had to be made, particularly in ESED #2; they had
trouble selling thar ideas to the State Board of Education.
The State Board found it difficult to understand and accept
the plans developed subsequent to AMA training. Except
for internal purposes the department had to jettison the
AMA terminology ("mission," "continuing objectives," etc.).

This is another thing that I think
wasn't adequately explored in the train-
ing with AMA. Your presentation to
different audiences, I think, almost has
to vary. Do you understand what I mean
by that? I'm sure that you do this as
you speak to groups. You won't try to
snow a PTA group with the same kind of
language that you might [use with] a
graduate class. I think we learned a
valuable lesson. Within the department,
within the executive staff of the depart-
ment at least, we can use a certain kind
of terminology. You can even do it with
the entire professional staff to some
extent - so long as you exercise some
care. To a lay board, your approach has
to be . . . different. You don't have

7
Executive Staff, ESED 42. See also: A comparison

of the planning documents produced during AMA training and
the latest plans of the various operating divisions in both
states made available to the research team.
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to go in and say "This is a continuing
objective and this is a specific objec-
tive and this is a strategy." You say
"This is a major goal; or, this is one
of the particular goal areas we want to
work in and here are some of the activi-
ties associated with it." That's far
more understandable; they don't feel
like they're being snowed with a lot of
jary, when you approach it in this

V way.

In terms of the first seven AMA criteria, the "plan-
ning process" first introduced to the experimental states
at Hamilton has proved more lasting than the form or content
of the plans themselves. This is less true of ESED 01
than #2. Developing them was a real learning experience
for most participants, although the extent to which the
plans represented hard decisions and viable organizational
documents remains questionable.

C. Emerging Issues

Some of the questions raised by participants about
this part of AMA training are highlighted in the following
material, which provide some basis for discussion of the

8Executive Staff, ESED 02. See also, "Goals for
[ESED #2] Supporting Services," which are the revised plan-
ning documents presented to the state board after the
initial adverse reaction. Instead of breaking out plans
into mission statement, continuing objectives, specific
objectives and other elements of the AMA planning process,
they presented the state board with this format:

Goals for [ESED 02] Supportilg Services

Goal Area: Priority Level:

Justification:

Problam:

Present Status:

Results Desired:

Plan of Action:

This outline is not constant throughout all goal areas but
the above headings appear in most of the plans made avail-
able to the research team.
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program, possible changes which may be considered now or
proposed in the future, and reasons for the attitudes
expressed in the next section.

1. Baseline Data

One of the reasons why more specific performance
criteria were not developed at Hamilton was that the
states entered training mostly without data applicable to
the Planning Process. To be sure, their expert judgment
was sufficient for the statement of generalized mission
and continuing objectives. However, the state executives
were not prepared to develop behavioral specific objectives
and strategies that demand precise percentage targets and
deadlines.

For example, not a few thought it rather presumptuous
to state that "By 1975, 85% of all 11 year old students
will be able to read as determined by appropriate criterion
referenced tests" when no baseline data existed to show how
many currently read at that level. The intersession Period
was not sufficiently long to gather this information. In
fact, some degree of uncertainty still prevailed in both
states six months after training ended (nov. 1971); the
statewide assessment programs underway in both experimental
states only began to bear fruit recently.

The absence of supporting data raises some questions
as to the reality on which the plans were based. This was
made clear to ESED 02 by one of the State Board members:

One of the things said by a board mem-
ber, which I thought was beautiful,
concerned the reading goals presented
to him. I forget what it [the goal]
said . . . 80% of all 15 year olds or
12 year olds or something like this, or
maybe it said 85k. Whatever it said,
his response was "I can't accept that.
You have no basis for establishing
percentages, no baseline data. For all
I know 95% of them might be able to
do that now and I'd be saying I'd settle
for a 10% drop." He was right; we had no
backup data to support our recommendations.10

9
Selections from personal testimony have already

been used as an analytical device in run 1!2 - excerpts
from LEA reaction to preliminary sr') plans have been written
up and made available to the research team and, we assume,
to other interested individuals as well.

10
Executive Staff, ESED #2.
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2. Student Behavioral Objectives

An integral part of the AMA approach to educational
planning is to focus on changes in student learning.
Objectives must be stated in terms of student behavior for
this is the end result the organization seeks. This in
the AMA view avoids diffusing planning efforts on manage-
ment concerns which are, after all, means to student
achievement cognitively and affectively.

This exclusive concentration on student behavioral
objectives has created several problems in the experimental
agencies involved in this study. This, in part, may be
due to a poor understanding of the central concepts on the
part of the individuals who were trained.

First, one of the most frequent comments heard on
the state level concerns the frustration participants felt
as they tried to state objectives in student behavioral
terms. They argue that within the educational system the
State Department of Education can deal with students only
through the LEA's. It is the LEA's, the argument goes,
who determine in the final analysis what will or will not
happen to students. Thus, forcing SED personnel to write
objectives in student behavioral terms has resulted in some
resistance within the SED's involved.

Yet the biggest difficulty we're going
to have and the hangup that AMA has not
solved and we'haven't solved is how you
measure behavioral change in students
by objectives that have been set by a
state agency which in reality has
no direst input to children. We haven't
solved that problem. Thus, when we say
write objectives in behavioral terms of
what's going to happen to kids and then
you ask the question of how effective
have our objectives been, to what extent
have they been reached, we'll never
answer it because we are not working
directly with children. . . . And I
don't know how to settle this. . . .

I'm not sure I'll ever know. But I'll
tell you one thing, if the insistence
on writing objectives this way was toned
down you would win the support of most
of the consultant overnight for the
planning process.11

11
Executive Staff, ESED #1.



I think we tried to reach a level of
specificity which was unrealistic for
our organization, the State Department
of Education. I think it would have
been far more realistic for a classroom
organization, rather than for a state
department of education.12

On the other hand, some EED personnel think it quite
appropriate for objectives to be expressed in terms of
student behavior. While sensing the intermediary role of
LEA's, they are still convinced that all educational .

personnel must think nrimarily in terms of how programs
affect student learning. All else merely supports these
larger ends.

We have an effect. The LEA's have an
effect. But the name of the game is
how both of us can do a better job for
students. Concentrating our attention
here only on helping LEA's help students
would abdicate our responsibility to
provide statewide coordination of the
education of our young people.13

Second, the emphasis on student behavioral change
as the primary content of objectives does render supportive
services (evaluation, research, budgeting, etc.) peripheral.
In ESED #2, these staff offices were discouraged from
developing their own specific objectives and relegated to
"sustaining strategies." While this may seem a small
sacrifice to make in order to permit full concentration
on students as clients, it was the source of some resent-
ment. It was eventually realized that, although the
exact form may differ, staff roles require the same
planning and goal-setting as their line counterparts.
This planning "discrimination" is now scheduled for
termination. "I'm about ready to admit," stated one
division director, "that if the guy in the Finance Depart-
ment wants an objective relating to how he keeps his books,
I'm just as happy calling that an objective as I am a
strategy of the Department."14

The fact that the develonment of such objectives
in student behavioral terms was never the approach taken

12
Executive Staff, ESED 02.

13
Consultant, ESED #1.

14
Executive Staff, ESED #2.
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by the AMA would seem to indicate a serious misunderstand-
ing of the concepts involved on the part of some partici-
pants in the training.

Third, the use of percentage figures and deadlines
raised some philosophical questions. Some SED personnel
wondered whether the department was concentrating only on
objectives which could be measured while ignoring those
which could not. There was special concern about the
affective domain. One person was reminded of an Orwellian
experience in which "Big Brother" mould ordain that children
should learn X amount by Y date. Now much of this objec-
tion stems from the relative modernity and special jargon
of the behavioral approach to instruction is difficult
to discern.

3. Selection Process

As mentioned previously, part of the AMA anproach
is to initiate training with top management. By starting
at the top of the hierarchy, they hope to gain the support
of the power holders of the organization and to encourage
program implementation through their subordinates. It is
also believed that certain planning operations (especially
the mission statement and continuing objectives) need the
broad perspective of those who oversee the whole structure.
While this approach may have suited business clients
without difficulty, repeating it in the two ex; 'rimental
state educational agencies raised questions.

Taking only the top twelve managers (or Executive
Staff) for agency-wide planning (despite the intersession
and later involvement of the program services people)
excluded those with special expertise in the subject areas
covered during training.

I think that instead of our executive
staff going to the training . . ., we
would have been well advised to have
some of our talented specialists along
with us to give us some advice here and
there and to clarify the issue a little
more than it was.15

This did not become apparent until the specific objective
phase was reached and preliminary generalizations had to
give way to the specificity of deadlines, performance
figures, and evaluation strategies. Some respondents

15
Executive Staff, ESED #2.



felt that they were throwing around numbers and dates
without the required background knowledge.

Others objected to the selection process on differ-
ent grounds. While they conceded that selection by
hierarchical level might be satisfactory for corporations,
they argued that "top" in public agencies is more complex
than in private business. Public agencies are open to
pressures from more groups at more levels (e.g., legislature,
governor's office, citizen panels, education associations,
etc.). These groups often have mutually exclusive interests
and values; occasionally these interests are antithetical
to those of the State Agency and the AMA program.

Second, by not directly involving State Board members
(the public educational equivalent of the corporate board
of directors), subsequent embodiment of some aspects of AMA
training was made more difficult. Besides the lack of
understanding of crucial AMA planning concepts, another
factor working against the new planning effort was the
unwillingness of some Board members to commit themselves
to any long-term plans; they felt such a commitment would
mean losing their legitimate powers of review. Involvement
in the training process might have ameliorated this problem.

I think it [the training Program] would
have had more unity to it if the board
could have recognized and seen our
phraseology as a good method; but, it's
easy to understand why they had diffi-
culty in seeing what we were trying to
do. None of them went to AMA with us
when we went up there.16

Legal constraints is a third factor. The management
of the educational agencies was somewhat hamstrung by them,
and did not have as much maneuverability for change as some
would have liked. It was suggested that some of their
"controllers" might also have sat in on the training. Most
frequently mentioned as those whose lack of understanding
has complicated implementation of plans has been the
Controller's Office in ESED #1 and the state personnel
officer in ESED #2.

They've got rules and regulations (I
don't !now where in the hell they get
the rules and regulations from). But,

16
Executive Staff, ESED 02. One board member from

ESED #1 did attend one week of training which may account
to some extent for the cooperation of the hoard in that
state.



107

we know that if we have a man we know
would fit a position and he's in another
area, it's hard as the civil to shift.
The organization . . . is geared to the
same thing every year. Maybe doing a
poor job a little bit better or maybe
rendering an unneeded service a little
bit better.17

Fourth, the negative impact of having top management
return to the agency with a plan calling more for subordinate
consultation than participation was mentioned. Despite
the seemingly endless round of meetings, task forces, and
study groups, a number of personnel felt that they were
being asked to react to a fait accompli. Others questioned
whether support for the plans would not be threatened by
asking people to implement them who did not directly help to
develop them. "This is something coming down from the
top," one division director told us, "now what are we
supposed to do with it?"18

We conclude this section by reiteratip.g that these
were frequent criticisms and comments about those aspects of
AMA training related to the first seven evaluative criteria.
They were made by people who participated in the program
or who were later in a position to react to it. Some
criticisms undoubtedly were prompted by the usual intra-
bureaucratic rivalries and reluctance to adapt to novelty.
Others may have resulted from a lack of understanding of

the planning principles, processes, or 'the AMA's adaptation
of them. Nevertheless, the participants' criticisms cannot
be dismissed on these grounds. The issues were raised
often enough by people in responsible positions to justify
at least passing consideration.

Section II: Attitudinal Data

As indicated above, the data presented in this
section pertain to the first seven training goals of the

AMA. We have divided this section into two sub-areas:

A. Definition of the Mission of the Organization
B. The Development of Organizational Objectives

and Priorities

17Executive Staff, ESED #1.

18Division Director, ESED #1.



Throughout this section and the balance of the report, the
content analysis data will be presented first. This
material contains the reactions of the Ton Management of
the two experimental organizations and the first control
state (C1). Relevant questionnaire items which have been
drawn from multiple levels of the organizations follow
the content data.

Ih displaying content analysis data, four comments
are provided.

1. Interview Question: Question from which the
data is drawn.

2. Range of Scale Possibilities: A seven point
scale was used for all interview data. Be-
cause of the nature of the interview data the
terms employed along this scale changed from
question to question. In all cases, however,
the intensity direction of the scales was the
same, i.e., the more positive the response
the higher it was rated on the scale; the
less positive the response the lower it was
rated on the scale.

3. Point of Time: For each item the points of
time in which the question was asked will be
indicated. (T1=Fall, 1970, T2=Spring, 1971,
T3=Fall, 1971, T4=Spring, 1972.) In some
cases this will include all four points of
time, while in others the data will have been
gathered in Y2 only.

4. States: We identify the states to which the
category applied.

In the case of the questionnaire data we need to indicate
only the points of time for which the question is relevant.
The range of scale possibilities was the same in all cases,
(1) not at all to (7) very often. The interview questions
were asked of all the states. As indicated above, ques-
tionnaire items were asked in Control State 42 in points
of time T3 and T4 only, because this state was added to
the research design in Year 2.

In most cases, training effects were determined on

the basis of the Tl-T4 comparisons. The research team is
most confident of these conclusions. However, due to
recent additions of items to the questionnaire or interview,

it was sometimes necessary to assign effects after a T3-T4
comparison alone. While the absence of pre-training data
(or in some cases control groups) prompts us to be more
cautious in our interpretations, we are quite certain our
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decisions are, valid. This is particularly true where we
obtained organizational documents to support our analysis
(e.g., in the existence of performance standards). Further-
more, the T3-T4 comparisons often include a second Control
SED which was not included in Tl-T2 and thus could not be
included in a Ti-T4 comparison. The presence of such
multiple measures provides double coverage on many items.
For these reasons, we felt justified in attributing posi-
tive effects, no effects, cr negative effects on T3-T4 as
well as Tl-T4 comparisons.

But in other cases, the question may only have been
asked at one point in time (T4). This is insufficient data
on which to base a judgment of training effects, and we
made no such judgments. However, the collected data will
be presented to give us a better overall perspective.
These one-time-items often support comments made earlier
relating to actions taken after training. The T4 state-
ments from which data was derived will be displayed in the
data summaries of the effects of training following each
area to review precisely what items were considered in
that section. Nevertheless no judgment is made of what
effects, if any, the AMA program may have had on those
variables.

A. Definition of the Mission of the Organization

Four perspectives on the question of defining the
mission of the organization will be made; these perspec-
tives are nrovided by three items from the content
analysis and one item from the questionnaire.

1. Definition of the Institution's Mission

Interview Question: What do you think you will
obtain (obtained) from the AMA's train-
ing program?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

States: Experimental State Only (El and E2).

2. Sense of SED Mission

Interview Question: What are some of the road-
blocks to change in this organization?
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Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) major road-
block/always stops change to (7) weak
roadblock/seldom stops desired change.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

States: Experimental States (El and E2) and
Control (Cl).

3. Feelings about the Direction the Organization
is Moving.

Interview Question: How do you feel about the
direction your organization is moving?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) not satisfied
at all to (7) completely satisfied.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The Questionnaire item is:

4. LheRizirleqq.n'sidsofThizamvillMakeaLon-
Term Contribution to E ucation.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.
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Item 1: Definition of the Institution's Mission

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 ,Spring, 1972

E
1

& E
2

El & E2 E1 & E
2

E
1

& E
2

N

4

N

8

N

10

N IN
11 4 5

N

3

N
c_

Kruskal-Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.218 H= 0.600 H=0..3750 H=1.422

SiR.= NS SiR.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.037 P=0.528 P=1.00 P=0.507

Sig.= .05 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E
1

& E
1

E
2 & E

2

N

4

N'

3

N

8

N

5

Kruska -Wallis One-Wa Analysis of Variance

H= 1.125

NS

H= 6.942

Sig.= .01
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.349

Sig.= NS

P= 0.213

Sig.= NS
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Item 01, "Definition of the Institution's Mission,"
was applicable only to the two experiment,a groups. In
the Fall of 1970 (when data was gathered prior to the
training program) no statistically significant differences
existed between the two Experimental States in the amount
of emphasis given to defining the institution's mission.
Neither did any differences exist in the Spring of 1971,
Fall of 1971, or Spring of 1972 (when data was gathered
after the program had been executed). Analysis of each
state over time, Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972, revealed that
no change in emphasis occurred in Experimental State #1.
A statistically significant change did occur in Experi-
mental state 02; this change was due to decreased emphasis
being placed on defining the institution's iffiFIFn as an
effect of AMA training. Statistically significant change
in the one state was not, however, sufficient to produce
differences between the Experimental States in the post-
training periods.

The test of proportions was also applied to this
item in an effort to answer the question, "Was awareness
of this variable (independent of emphasis) different
between the states, and lid it change over time?" Pmalysis
determined that Experimental State #1 was more aware than
Experimental State #2 of tl.is variable prior to training
(in the Fall of 1970); but that this difference was not
present in the post-training periods (Spring, 1971, Fall,
1971, and Spring, 1972). Neither were there any significant
changes in awareness when the two States were analyzed
over time (Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972).

Therefore, training had the effect of decreasing
the amount of emphasis placed on the value of defining the
institution's mission in Experimental State #2 but had no
effect in Experimental State #1. While there were some
pre-training differences in awareness of this variable
with Experimental State #2 being more aware than Experi-
mental State 01, neither was more aware than the other in
the post-training periods nor did either change over time.
(In this context "awareness" simply means the number of
people who provided data for this variable.)

From the viewpoint of research design item 2, "Sense
of SED (State Education Department) Mission," provides a
more valid basis for evaluation; dataerthis item was
gathered from all three Status.

The degree of emphasis given to this domain as a
roadblock to change was not affected by the training pro-
gram. Comparison of eacrExperimental State with the
Control State both before and after training revealed no
differences between any of the States. And analysis of
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each State through time (Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972) also
showed no significant change concerning the degree to
which the presence or lack of a clear sense of SED mission
was seen as a roadblock to organizational change.

In terms of awareness, there were significant dif-
ferences between the States before training (Fall, 1970).
Experimental State #2 (hereinEVE called E2) was more
aware than Experimental State #1 (hereinafter called El)
of the sense of SED mission being a roadblock to change;
and both Experimental States were more aware than the Con-
trol State (hereinafter called C1)at this time. After
training, these differences no longer existed.

When each State's awareness was assessed over time-
(Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972), significant changes were
observed in El and E2. Both States experienced decreases
in their levels of awareness of this variable. TEWETVgli
no change in Cl.

The amount of emphasis placed on this variable as
a roadblock to change was not affected by the training; in
both Experimental States tiiining merely reduced awareness
of this variable.

Item #3, "How do you feel about the direction your
organization is movin7?" was asked in all three States.
No differences in satisfaction with organizational direc-
tion existed between El and Cl before training. In one
of the three time periods after training (Fall, 1971), El
felt significantly better about the direction of their
organization than did Cl.

Differences did exist between E2 and Cl prior to
training; this difference was attributed to Cl which re-
flected greater satisfaction than E2. Immediately after
training (Spring, 1971), this difference was even greater
but then lost statistical significance in the last two
periods (Fall, 1971 and Spring, 1972).

Comparison of El and E2 for both pre- and post-
training periods indicated greater satisfaction with the
direction in which organization El was moving than was
the case in E2. These differences were greater immediately
after training (Spring, 1971) than before (Fall, 1970)
although differences narrowed as time passed (Fall, 1971
and Spring, 1972).

Independent analysis of each of the three States
showed no statistically significant change between the
Fall of 1970 and the Spring of 1972.
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Since all interviewees responded to this question
in each of the points of time and comparison, no test of
differences in awareness could be made.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #4, Tjjekindsofthindoinwillinake
a long-term contHEIYELBE6Ylaii&itiora questionnaire item,
revealed no significant differences existed between either
El and the Control State or E2 and the Control State which
could be attributed to either training (represented by
column F on the previous tables) or differences between any
combination of these States (represented by row F on the
previous tables). The degree to which people in the States
believed they were doing things which would make a long-
term contribution to education did not change when the pre-
and post-training periods are compared (column F in the
tables); and, the relative strength of belief between the
States (row F in the tables) was not statistically differ-
ent in either Fall, 1970 or Spring, 1971.

Item #4: Spring, 1971 to Fall_ 1971

Neither El nor E2 changed their opinions of their
contribution to education between Spring, 1971 and the Fall
of 1971. They felt about as good in T2 as they did in T3.
When compared to Cl, the Experimental States revealed
no significant differences either. This lack of any
changes over time or differences between the States indi-
cates that training had no effect on El and E2 at this time.

Item #4: Fall, 1971 to Spring 1972

Being able to analyze El and E2 in contrast to a
second Control State (C2) as well as to Cl gives us more
confidence that we are getting an accurate picture of what
happened in the Experimental States as a result of training.
What we see is that the Experimental States did not change
in their opinion of how much they were doing for education;
however, in relation to Cl, El indicated more pride in
their work while E2 thought they had done less than C2.
Nevertheless, these comparative differences had not changed
between Fall, 1971 and Spring, 1972. Thus nothing can be
credited to the AMA training program.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring, 1972

This is the key test of program effects. Unless
data clearly show that these organizations are different
after than they were before training began, what they did
at Hamilton cannot be said to have made any lasting impact
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on the States. Using this decision rule, it is obvious
that the AMA had no effect on El's self-concept of the
importance of their work while it had a negative influence
on E2. Not only was E2's opinion of themselves falling
faster than CI's, but E2 was becoming more unstable in
the extent to which persons in E2 were achieving consensus
on this point.

DATA SUMMARY

Definition of the Mission
of the Organization

Fall, 1970 - Spring( 1972

Type of Data

Item CONTENT

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Definition of the Institu-
tion's Mission El E2

2 Sense of SED Mission E1lE2

3 Feelings about the direc-
tion the organization is
moving El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

4 The kinds of things I am
doing will make a long-
term contribution to
education. El E2

Training had no effect on the value given to
defining the institution's mission; in fact, it reduced
it in E2. Considered as a roadblock to change, the train-
ing again had no effect (positive or negative) in changing
the degree to which this was a problem. The tests for
awareness, as reflected by the number of people who pro-
vided data for this research category, revealed that El
and E2 became less aware of this variable as a roadblock.
This does not mean emphasis changed in either Experimental
State; it only means that significantly fewer people men-
tioned it. Feelings of satisfaction with the direction
the organization was moving did not change as a result of
training; initial differences which existed prior to train-
ing in El and E2 were eliminated as a result of training.
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The questionnaire item which focused on the degree
to which people in the organizations felt they were making
a lone. -term contribution to education revealed a different
pattern. No training effects were observed in El but
persons in E2 felt that the worth of their contributions
to education had declined ln the pre- to post-training
period. Before training began, E2 believed they were
making a reater long-term contribution than did El people;
a year after training had ended, E2 felt they were making
a lesser contribution than El.

Overall, we conclude that the training program had

no effect on attitudes about how much a sense of the SEDs'
mission constituted an obstacle to organizational change,

or how satisfied people were with the direction of their
organization in El or E2. Nor did training affect El's
attitudes about defining the institution's mission or about

how great a contribution to education the respondents were

making. But training had the effect of downgrading the
value of defining institutional mission and their own
contributions to education in E2.

B. The Development of Organizational Objectives
and Priorities

The nine items below specifically address the P. MA's

training goals for the development of objectives and pri-

orities. The first four items are taken from the content
analysis and the next five from the questionnaire. As the

first three items are content categories of the same inter-
view question, comments below apply to all three.

1. Modify previously established objectives

2. Identify and analyze alternative courses of action

3. Determine yriorities

Interview Question: What do you think you will
obtain (have obtained) from the AMA's
training program?

Range of Scale PossibiliAes: (1) no value to

(7) maximum value.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4,

States: El and E2 only.
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4. Do you feel that the objectives developed as a
result of AMA training reflect the most sefiRs
and pressing needs of state education?

Interview Question: Same - Question acts as
content domain in this case.

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) not at all
to (7) definitely.

Point of Time: T3, T4.

States: El and E2 only.

The Questionnaire items are:

5. The goals of this organization are articulated.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

6. Our goals are realistic and attainable with our

best efroins77-

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

7. The top priority objectives of state education
are clear to me.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

8. I feel that the objectives developed during AMA
trainin reLect the most serious and ressin
nee s of state e ucation.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

States: El and E2 only. As this and the follow-
ing item refer specifically to AMA training
they were not asked of the control states.

9. As I see it the operational priorities of the
objectives developed during AMA training are clear.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

States: El and E2 only.
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Item 1 : Modify previously established objectives

Fall 1970 . Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring,

E
1

&

1972

E1 & E2 E
1

& E
2

&E
1

E
2

E
2

N

4

N

8

N

11

N

11

N

7

N

8

N

7

N

9

Kruska -Wall One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 0.028 H=0.475 H=0.656 H=1.750

Sig.=NS Si: = NS S':.= NS Si; =NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.0374 P=0.702 P=0.872 P=0.450

Sig.=.05 _ Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

& E
2

E
1

& E
1

E
2

N

4

N

7

N

8

N

9

Kruska -Wallis One-Way Analysis of ar ance

11=1.508

NS

H= 3. 8912

Sig.= .05
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000966

Sig.= .01

P= 0.017

Sig.=.05
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Item 2 : Identify and analyze alternative courses of action

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

E
1

& E2 E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

N N N N N N N N

6 6 6 8 4 4 6 6

rus al- all s One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.256 H= 1.350 H=1.020 H= 3.102

Sig. =NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig. =NS

Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.774 P=0.354 P=0.962 P=0.880

Sig.= NS Six.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1Q70 to

& E
1

E
2

Sprint 1972

& E
2

E
1

N

6

N

6

N

6

N

6

Kruska -Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.442

NS
Binomial Test

p= 0.089

Sig= NS

11= 2.5641

Sig. = NS
f Proportions

P= 0.171

Sig.= NS
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Item 3 : Dete: nine priorities

Fall 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

E
1

& E
2

E
I

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

N N N N N N N N

5 7. 10 9 9 3 6 10

Kruska1-Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 0.949 H=0.201 H=0.148 H= 0.752

Sig. = NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.378 P=0.644 P=0.000 P=0.002

Sig.= NS- Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= .001

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E
1

& E
1

E
2 & E

2

N

5

N

6

N

7

N

10

Kruska -Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 4.408

Si, =

H= 5.485

.05 Sig.=.02

r
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.066

Sig. =NS

P= 0.000001

Sig.=.001
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Do you feel that the objectives developed as
a result of AMA training reflect the most
serious and pressing needs of state education?

Kruska

H= 5.041

Sig.= .05
Bi nomi a 1 Tact

Pall 1Q71 _Sprint 1972

El & E2 El 4 E2

N

9

N

10

N

9

N

10
no-Way Analyeic

P= 1.000

Sig . = NS

Af v iance
H= 2.535

Sig,= NS

f Prn rtinnc

P= 1.000

Sig.= NS

,
Fall. 1971 to Spring. 197

E &

1 E2
El & E

2

N N N N

9 9 10 10

KruskalagUisGaraiaXAnalf-Uariance
H;--- 0.124 H= 0.142

Sig . = NS Sig.= NS
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Item 7 The top priority objectives of

state education are clear to me.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Spring, 1972
T
4

Experimental SEM
Experimental SEIM
Control SED *1
Control SEE #2
Total

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

N
68
45

67
61

5.617
SD
1.425

4.800 1.575

N
40
40

5.417 1.195 61

5.400
4./25

SD
1.296
1.552

5.016 1.431

243.

Experimental SED *1
W/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED 1 2
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED *2

5.295 .1.406 66

207

T34T4

4.969 1.380

F
2.989
2.6n
2.151

Sinif.
NS
NS

goi.

ROW
C01.

Col.

Row
Cola
Row 3.241 NS

NS

1.437
5.232
0.949

NS
.05
NS
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I feel that the objectives developed during

AMA training reflect the most serious and
pressing needs of state education.

Fall; 1971
T3

Spring, 1972
T4

Experimental SED#1

Experimental SED#2

Total

N
68 4.926

SD
1.887

N
39

7
5.333

SD
1.131

45 4.333 1.381 39 4.178 1.555

113 78

Two Way Analysis of
Variance T g T3

Experimental SED#1
W /Experimental SED#2

F Sianif.
0.Q24 NS

16.901 .001
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As I see it, the operational priorities of
the objectives developed during AMA training
are clear.

Experimental SED#1

Experimental SED#2

Total

Fall, 1971
T3

N
68

I
4.558

. 00

SD

1.887
. 1

Spring, 1972
T4

N
37.4-5-..--4-2-- 39

113

Y
5.108
.589

SD
1.264
1.516

76

Two Way Analysis of
Variance T3 &

3 4

F Siinif.

Experimental SED#1 7n1_ 0.015
W/Experimental SED#2Iow r 15.065

NS
.001 I



There were no significant differences between the
two Experimental States in the degree of emphasis given
to modification of previously established objectives as a
possible benefit of AMA training. Prior to training E2
was more aware than El than modification might be a result
of training, but this difference disappeared immediately
after training and for the two subsequent periods of this
evaluation. The changes in awareness observed within El
and E2 between the Fall of 1970 and the Spring of 1972 are
not what they seem; the recorded significance levels are
due to the greater number of respondents in T4, not to
increasing awareness of this variable. However, negative
training effects did occur in E2 between Tl and T4; this
organization indicated that their objectives had been
modified after training much less than they had expected
the objecliWi to be modified before training. The AMA
program was held accountable for this failure to meet E2
expectations.

During the course of this evaluation no significant
change took place with regard to item #2. The top managers
of the Experimental States experienced no impact from
training upon their ability to identify and analyze alter-
native courses of action.

Item #3 concerning the determination of priorities
shows no significant difference between the Experimental
States during the period Fall 1970 to Spring 1972. Within
both states there was a significant change: by Spring 1972
the top managers in both states placed less emphasis on
having developed priorities due to AMA training than they
had before training. There was a significant increase in
the awareness of priorities in E2, but at the same time the
managers emphasized this item less and less as time passed.

Item #4 was asked of the top managers in Fall 1971
and Spring 1972 only. The objectives developed in El were
seen as more relevant by those managers than the goals
developed in E2 in Fall 1971. This difference between the
states no longer existed in Spring 1972. Managers in both
states viewed the objectives developed as having the same
degree of importance. No difference existed within the
states over the value of objectives developed during this
period.

Item #6: Our goals are realistic and attainable with our
best efforts.

Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

On this item State El in comparison to Control 1
showed no effects of training. Holding time constant,
the two states differed from each other. State E2 did
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experience a significant training effect. While no
significant differences appear between E2 and Control 1,
significant change over time did occur. Both states felt
their goals were less realistic over time, but E2 experi-
enced more stability than Control 1, which experienced
increasing instability.

Snrinri 1971 to Fall 1971

During this period State El experienced a negative
training effect. When compared to the Control State 1
El experienced a slower increase in the belief that its
goals were realistic and greater instability.

State E2 also experienced a negative training effect.
Significant change occurred over time and within El and
Control 1 with both states experiencing increasing mean
scores at about the same rate. However, in relation to the
Control, E2 was growing stable at a mt:h slower rate.

Fall 1-71 to Spring .972

No significant differences occurred between El and
either Control 1 or Control 2 during this period. Signifi-
cant change did occur between E2 and Control 1. Both
states experienced weaker support of their organizational
goals, but E2 experienced significantly less support than Cl
together with greater instability. This indicates a nega-
tive training effect.

Fral 1'70 to Spring 1972

State P1 experienced no training effect concerning
this item. That is, the respondents in this organization
saw their organization's goals as no more realistic or
attainable in the Spring of 1972 than they had prior to
training.

State E2 also did not experience any effect of
training on this item. The significant difference between
State E2 and Cl continued but did not change over time
significantlylindicating no training effect.

Item 7; The top priority objectives of State Education
are clear to me.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

This item was asked in Y2 only. Over this period
the clarity of priorities decreased in all states, though
this change was insignificant. No differences existed
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between State El and Control 1 but did exist between State
El and Control 2. State E2 and Control 1 also showed a
significant difference concerning the emphasis given this
item. No difference existed between State E2 and Control 2.

Item 8: I feel that the objectives developed during AMA
training refiect the most serious and p-FUssilrg-

needs of State Education.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

This item was asked in the Experimental States during

Y2. No significant changes over time were found within
the states regarding the value of the objectives developed
but there were significant differences between the states.
State El saw the objectives as being more relevant than did
State E2. This difference became greater in the interval

between the two periods of questioning. State El liked
the objectives developed more in the Spring of 1972 than
they had in Fall 1971; State E2 liked them less in the
Spring than they had during the previous Fall.

Item 9: As I see it, the operational priorities of the
ob)ectives developed during AMA training are clear.

Fall 1071 to Spring 1972

This item follows the same pattern as item 8 above.

Again, while no statistically significant differences over
time existed within the states, there were significant
differences between them. State El again saw the objectives
more favorably than did State E2 and this difference
increased with time. State El's reaction to this item was

growing more positive with time while State E2's was becom-

ing more negative. In other words, the staff in State E2

were More.clearly comprehending the operational priorities
demanded by the objectives, while the personnel of State

E2 were becoming less clear.

Item 5: The goals of this or anization are articulated.

Pall E'70 to Spring 1971

This item shows no effect of training in State El

when compared with the Control although the States were
significantly different from each other if time is held

constant. E2 when compared with the Control shows differ-

ences as a result of training and between the States.
Goals in E2 were significantly less clear after training

than they had been before it.
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Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The degree to which articulated goals were thought
to exist increased in all the states between the Spring
and Fall of 1971. State El experienced a positive effect
of training; it significantly increased its goal clarity
in relation to the Control State. State E2 also showed a
significant effect of training with its goals being more
articulated over time although it was not significantly
different from the Control, holding time constant.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The clarity of the goals in all the organizations
decreased over this period of time. No significant train-
ing effects were noted. There were significant differences
between State El and both Control States holding time

constant. El's goals were more articulated than either of
the.Control States, but this did not change significantly
over time between El and either of the Control States.

State E2 and Control State 1 experienced a change

over time. Significant differences over time did occur
but rith no significant change between the States. State

E2 and Control 1 both were less clear regarding their goals,
with E2 decreasing at a faster rate. But Cl experienced
more instability than E2. No differences existed between
E2 and Control 2.

Fall 1570 to Spring 1972

.
A comparison of the pre-training period with the

last intervention showed no significant training effects

in either Experimental State regarding the degree to which

goals were articulated within the organizations. State El

and Control 1 showed no significant differences over time

or in the degree of goal articulation experiencedby each
state.

State E2 and Control 1 showed no change over time
concerning the etegre to which these states saw their goals

as being articulated. The states significantly differed
frcm each other at both points in time concerning the
emphasis given this item.
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DATA SUMMARY
Development of

Organizational Objectives
and Priorities

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data
Positive No regative

It CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

IMPACT OF TRAINING

1 Modify previously estab-
lished objectives

2 Identify and analyze
alternative courses of
action

.E1 E2

FLE2

3 Determine priorities El,E2

4 Do you feel that the
objectives developed as
a result of AMA training
reflect the most serious
and pressing needs of
state education? El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

5 The goals of this crgani-
zation are articulated.

6 Our goals are realistic
and attainable with our
best efforts.

7 The top priority objec-
tives o± state education
are clear to me.

8 I feel that the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing reflect the most seri-
ous and pressing needs of
state education.

9 As I see it, the operation-
al priorities of the ob-
jectives developed during
AMA trairing are clear.

E1,E2

E1,E2

E1,E2

El,E2

E1,E2
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Analysis of these nine items indicates that overall
AMA training exerted negligible effect on how organization
members felt about their objectives and priorities.

The two exceptions--organizations where training
effects were found -- involved content categories, and both
cases were negative. The program did not modify E2
objectives (Item 1) nearly so visibly as persons within
that organization had predicted before training. This
gap between promise and performance constituted a negative
training effect. The other exception refers to the deter-
mination of priorities (Item 3); both Experimental States
placed greater value on this variable prior to training
than was given after training.

These findings, however, should be interpreted with
all of the caution appropriate to a research design which
does not include at least one control group.

None of the questionnaire items revealed any influ-
ence of the AMA program. It is interesting to note that
El thought more of their objectives and priorities than
E2 during every time period covered by these items; however,
these differences were relatively stable, indicating that
they were not attributable to training. Those items that
refer specifically to the AMA share with content data the
interpretive problem inherent in the lack of a control group.

Despite this qualification, the research team is
reasonably certain that the objectives and priorities of
the SED's which participated in the team planning process
were largely unaffected by it.

AREA II: CAUSAL VARIABLES 8 THROUGH 13; SED'S

In this section, wo examine five training goals
(8-13) the AMA established for its program, the extent to
which they have been accomplished, and the attitudes of
the participants toward the goals. In the first part of
the discussion below, we examine expected results, actual
results, and the major issues raised by the implementation
of criteria 8-13. The second part includes a data display
and interpretation of expressed attitudes relevant to these
criteria.

Section 1: Action

A. Expected Results

To better understand what AMA training accomplished
for the organizational planning process, we should first
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review AMA evaluation criteria 8-13.
19 Review in this case

means listing and, where further explanations are neces-
sary, defining terms. The basic AMT. definitions for these
terms have been used.

8. Made strategic action assignments;

Action Assignments: Authoritative allocation
of res onsibilit to staff member(s) for
spec c e ements of the plan, planning pro-
cess, or general administration of the
organization. This responsibility becomes
part of his job description or overall defini-
tion of the responsibilities of his position.

9. Defined standards of performance for key
ors;

Performance Standards: Statement of what
will result if staff member(s) properly dis-
chargee an action assignment.

10. Specified task completion dates;

Task Completion Dates: Statement of when an
action assignment is expected to be caTeted.

11. Designed supplementary planning efforts;

Supplementary Planning Efforts: Supportive
activities undertaken to promote the imple-
mentation of the planning process and the

plans themselves. These can include: in-

service training, planning guidelines, com-
munication of planning concepts throughout

the agency, etc.

12. Assigned responsibilities to subordinate units;

Responsibilities to Subordinate Units:
hutboritati'm allocation of responsibility
to an organizational unit for specific parts
of the plan or planning process.

13. Designed a methodology by which future performance

may be evaluated in relation to the performance

specified in the plan;

Evaluation Methodology: Process by which
expected can be compared with actual results.

19AMA, c.2. cit., pp. 4-5.
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B. Actual Results

Here, the question is, what has been done to satisfy
these criteria? As with the first seven goals, we are not
in a position to assess the relevance or accuracy of these
last six where actual behavior is at issue. Our concern is
whether written documents were developed, and what form
they took. Again, we have summarized our findings On the
following chart, followed by an explanation of each item.

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS

SED LEVEL

MI CRITERIA 8-13

FALL 1970 to SPRING, 1972

Amount of Progress

No. Criteria Minimum Moderate Maximum

3. Made strategic action
assignments El E2

9. Defined standards of
performance for key
administrators El E2

10. Specified task comple-
tion dates El E2

11. Designed supplementary
planning efforts E1lE2

12. Assigned responsibili-
ties to subordinate
units E1,E2

13. Designed a methodology
by which future perfor-
mance may be evaluated
in relation to the per-
formances specified in
the plan E1,E2

Strategic action assignments (#8) and those criteria
closely connected with it (performance standards (#9) and
task completion dates (#10)) can be considered together.
Deciding who should do what and when are interrelated



elements of the planning process. These decisions are
continuous and recur throughout the planning cycle; for
the purpose of evaluation this process can be divided into
two phases.

The first phase occurred during and immediately
after training; it involves initial conceptualizations of
the planning process and their introduction into the organi-
zation. The second phase is longer term and assesses
responsibilities for specific parts of the plans subsequently
developed.'"

Not much can be said about the first phase except
that it was largely accomplished. At this early stage,
efforts were tentative, preliminary and not susceptible to
rigorous judgment. Frequently, accomplishment at this phase
meant the gathering of intersession information or explana-
tion of planning concepts prior to the development of
departmental plans.

The second phase is intended to extend over a longer
period; it is to serve as the basis for quasi-permanent
apportionment of powers and duties within the organization.
After plans have been written, parts of them are given to
the appropriate division. Reading progress might be
assigned to instruction; music is referred to cultural arts,
etc. Each division in turn gives parts of its specific
program to staff within the division, "sub-parts" which
refer directly to AMA criteria 8-10.

Taken together, we can refer to them as "job
descriptions." Staff agree to adhere to formulations about
the position, its responsibilities, and what should be
accomplished by a specific date. Action assignments,
performance standards, and task completion dates form a
unit.

Actual second phase accomplishment varies with the
states. gSED #2 has heavily emphasized the production of
job descriptions; several divisions have them on paper.
ESED #1 has made little progress and still relies on "Request
for Position Classification" forms which have been used for

-many years. 21 This by no means implies that one state has
done better than the other in respect to job descriptions;

20An example of a first phase assignment might be
to gather feedback from agency personnel on a reading
objective. If the objective is approved, implemented and
given to a particular unit or individual for attainment,
it is characteristic of the second phase.

21Form PD-118 (Revised 8-62).
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it does reflect different approaches to the development
of organizational planning however. In both states internal
priorities were established regarding the development of a
planning system. ESED #1 concentrated on the development
of a Plan for Planning while ESED #2 developed job descrip-
tions. The results of following these different approaches
may have implications for the implementation of planning
which we discuss in the Emerging Issues section of this
chapter.

In any event, since our assignment is to evaluate
what has been accomplished we intend to examine documents
written in both states pertinent to criteria 8-13. For
this purpose we have adapted several AMA "Rules for Develop-
ing Standards"22 and applied them to selected job descrip-

tions. Thesrl criteria are:

1. CLARITY:

2. MEASURABLE:

3. STRUCTURED:

Clear statements of:
1.1 action assignments

(responsibilities given)
1.2 performance standards

(results expected)

2.1 expressed in measurable terms
2..2 task completion dates

Set up in approved form
3.1 position title and organi-

zational unit
3.2 purpose of position/general

responsibilities
3.3 assignments directly com-

pared with performance
standards

Both states submitted samples of what they charac-
terized as their latest job descriptions. ESED #2's

covered most of thdir executive staff; ESED #1 scattered
its exhibits across several organizational levels.

22James L. Hayes, "Selecting, Appraising, and
Developig Top Management Personnel," in Top Management
Briefing Manual, The President's Association, The American

Management Association.
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ASSESSMENT OF SELECTED JOB DESCRIPTIONS

CRITERIA ESED #1 ESED #2

(1) CLARITY

1.1 Action
Assignments

1.2 Perfor-
mance
Standards

(2) MEASURABLE

2.1 Measurable
Terms

2.2 Task
Completion
Dates

(3) STRUCTURED

Found on 2 points on
standardized form:
under "Explanation"
(of position) and
"Description of Work,"
which is redundant.
Reasonably clear and
understandable.

Performance standards
are not explicit.

Action assignments
expressed in general
terms; performance
standards not
explicit.

None

3.1 Position Present
Title and
Organxza-
tional Unit

3.2 Purpose
of Position/
General
Responsibili-
ties

3.3 Assign-
ments dir-
ectly com-
pared with
Performance
Standards

Present; under
"Explanation" and
"Description of
Work."

No performance
standards with which
to compare action
assignments.

Most appear to be con-
sise and understandable
statements of position
responsibilities; con-
sist of short sentences
or sentence fragments
in series; presented
as a unit.

Some do not contain
performance standards;
but most do. Expressed
in terms of tasks to be
completed rather than
ultimate impact on
students.

Good overall with some
overgeneralized. Many
performance standards
contain % attainment
figures.

Inserted where
appropriate.

Present

Present; under those
titles.

Directly compared;
assignments are on one
side of the page; per-
formance standards
are on the other.
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The supplementary planning efforts goal is a catch-all,
as supportive activities often are. The activities needed to
introduce and implement a planning system are myriad and
not easily categorized. Everything could be busywork or it
could be vital to the survival of the system. One can never
be certain of the importance of supplementary planning until
the end result variables are analyzed and evaluated. Sup-
plementary planning efforts are Aleut oriented; final assess-
ments must be postponed until putt-SUEis examined.

But supplementary planning efforts are essential to
fuel the planning system and keep it going. Using organi-
zational reports, we can list some activities begun to
supplement planning since the training ended.23 What has
been done is considerable, in both states. Whether these
activities are "good" or "bad" is a question which cannot be
answered within the confines of this evaluation. Indirect
evidence, however, will be provided when we look at what
overall planning has accomplished with the assistance of
these supplementary efforts.

Inventory of Supplementary Planning Efforts

ESED #1

Educational Planning Studies

1. studenk; unrest
2. legislative priorities
3. educational change survey
4. barriers to educational change
5. attitudes of students toward those of an opposite race
6. 53 experimental programs to improve classroom instruc-

tion and school administration
7. 8 experimental programs in career education
8. statewide needs assessment

In-Service Training

1. 14 orientation and training programs within the SED
including a three-day planning conference for all
professional personnel in program services to develop spe-
cific objectives for the 1971-72 school year.

2. orientation and training sessions for LEA's including:

23The major documents utilized to survey supplementary
planning efforts included Open-Ended Questionnaires completed
by the chief planning officers in each state. In addition
memoranda concerning AMA planning were examined; in particular:



142

A. 1971 Summer Conference for all local superinten-
dents and assistant superintendents in the state
(approximately 300) to develop management concepts
and practices.

B. 15 superintendents' districts have been allocated
staff development funds and are conducting manage-
ment seminars.

C. 3 projects for 25 LEA's in management and leader-
ship development have been funded by the state
board of education with funds appropriated by the
General Assembly.

D. Title III ESEA grant is being implemented, provid-
ing opportunities for developing management and
leadership skills in 8 school systems.

E. Award of a USOE grant to train 6 trainers who in
turn will help develop planning competence and
plans in all 152 LEA's.

Planning Guidelines

4
1. Plan for Planning2
2. Handbook for Planning25

Miscellaneous

1. leadership school for secondary school pupils
2. drafting of plan for accountability

ESED #2

Educational Planning Studies

1. early childhood education
2. reading for 12 year olds
3. human relationships in the schools

ESED #2 State Superintendent, "Memo to Professional Person-
nel: Strengthening the Department" (3 Nov. 1971); and
ESED #1 Assistant Superintendent, "Memo on the Status of
SET. & LEA Participation with American Management Association"
(14 Oct. 1971).

24
State Education Agency, A Plan for Planning (March,

1971).

25
State Education Agency, A Handbook for Planning:

Elementary and Secondary Education" (July, 1971).
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4. statewide needs assessment (in progress)
5. work on management information system (MIS) plan and

approach
6. state evaluation strategy
7. task forces working on specific planning problems

In-Service Training

1. management and planning seminar for the 2 experimental
LEA's

2. one half-day orientation session for the Bureaus of
Educational Programs and Administrative Services

3. two-day programs for each bureau on management practices
with specific emphasis on position descriptions and
performance standards

Planning Guidelines

None recent26

Miscellaneous

1. management by objectives (MBO) regulation with depart-
ment wide planning procedures is under review

2. planning and budgeting schedules and procedures have
been established for developing budget. FY74 budget
will not have substantial amount of new information based
on AMA planning format as this crosswalk has been post-
poned.

3. drafting and passage of accountability legislation.27

To some extent, responsibilities have been assigned
to subordinate units in the two experimental states. Both
have re-emphasized the role of their planning units by add-
ing additional staff and providing more money.

Some reorganization has also occurred. ESED #2 has
developed an executive council composed of the superintendent,
deputy superintendent, the two associate superintendents,
and the coordinator of planning (as an observer/adviser).
This group oversees the entire agency on a consultative
basis. The agency has been organized into two bureaus:
Educational Programs and Administrative Services, with its
own council.

26
In 1970, a Planning Council within ESED #2 came

up with "A Design for Comprehensive Planning" (13 March 1970)
but it was never really implemented within the agency. The
reason given for this lack of attention was that it was too
advanced for its time and was beyond the planning competencies
of most of the members of the department at that time.

2
7Public School Laws of ( ), Article 77, Section 28A,

"Educational Accountability."
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ESED #1 has reorganized itself into six broad areas
of responsibility with an assistant superintendent over
each. These persons, plus the state superintendent, form
the executive staff of the department. At least on a formal,
structural basis, both states have stressed the management
team as the locus of decisionmaking.

The evaluation system is probably the weakest planning
link in both states. Without a completed needs assessment,
there is little baseline data on which to compare educational
programs over time. This will becoMe clearer in the atti-
tudinal data displays, wherein organizational members were
asked to state what specific methods they used to measure
whether their continuing and specific objectives were being
achieved. While work is going forward in both states, ESED
#2 probably has worked more assiduously to "design a
methodology by which future performance may be evaluated in
relation to performance specified in the plan."28

C. Emerging Issues

Many of the issues discussed in reference to criteria
1-7 also apply here. But there are additional questionu
which have special relevance to this section. As in th,:.
preceding section, note of these comments and criticisms
does not necessarily mean that the research team agrees with
them. We are reporting what seem to us significant issues
that were raised about these criteria.

1. Job Descriptions & Plans: A Question of Timin

We have already indicated that one of the reasons
for the difference in ESED 41 and #2's comparative work on
job descriptions was that ESED #2 more heavily emphasized
defining positions and delineating responsibilities than on
finalizing their plans. The reverse is true in ESED #1;
plans were made first and they are only now detailing agency-
wide action assignments and performance standards.

We just haven't gotten around to it.
We put all the planning ducks in a
row and decided to take a oot shot at
the plans first and save performance
standards until later. I guess we
could have nailed down standards but

28See fox example: "Report of Federal Financial
Assistance and Application for Continued Funding for the
Planning and Evaluation of Educational Programs" (Section 402,
General Education Provisions Act, Section A-3, Attachment W."
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we figured it would make more sense
. . . to decide on what we're going
to do before deciding who's going to
do it.29

ESED #2 has spent much time in conferences, task forces,

and other meetings going over job descriptions for executive
and professional staff. Their feeling was that it would be
more logical to carefully define what everyone is now
responsible for before going on to decide what they will be
responsible for under a new plan. Tightening up divisional
lines would define the boundaries within which personnel
could plan.

Some personnel think this is a worthwhile approach.
Others are not so sure. They argue that the sessions
devoted to job description writing were a waste of time,
straitjacketed all participants, and, given the lack of a
related plan, were artificial.

2. Guidelines for Planning

An important part of the AMA planning process is the
development of guidelines for planning, i.e., a "blueprint"
which teaches departmental personnel how to construct a plan.

ESED #1 went to work immediately after training and
developed standardized planning procedures and definitions
for use throughout the department. Many persons consider
them useful and they are a clear statement of how to go
about agency planning.

ESED #2 postponed formal attention to planning
guidelines and is now getting around to setting up an
"informal task force to answer two questions which the
executive council posed: (1) What is the department's plan?
and (2) How do you get it? We've come up with two or three
alternative models, and a list of standard questions that
have to be answered, a planning road map if you will."30
Planning personnel do not see this delay as a shortcoming;
instead they see it simply as "the next step in a continuing
evaluation of the planning process for the department."31

Some managers, however, feel that they need some
written direction, especially the managers whose AMA train-

ing was minimal.

29Executive Staff, ESED #1.

30Executive Staff, ESED 02.

31
Ibid.
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I'd like to sec us get something that
is neat, clean, brief that everybody
has that says "This is what you do."
Nobody knows what to do now; it's too
complicated. But anyway, if somehow
the office of planning could come down
with something that's a real neat
package of "What do I do?" it'd be
great. That's what people are looking
for. They have to get their hooks
into something, and they don't know where
to hook into, and that's got to come
pretty soon or the whole spirit there is
about planning is going to fade.32

To be sure, planning personnel have conducted numerous
in-service, training sessions about planning. When people
leave the session, they seem to think themselves ill-
equipped to begin planning on their own. This problem
should abate as ESED 02 develops its own plan for planning.

Section 2: Attitudinal Data

The data presented in this section are organized as
follows:

A. Mobilization of Organizational Planning
1. Operational Impact of Organizational

Planning
2. Role of Planning Unit
3. Development of Evaluation Tr-chniaues

B. Top Management Support for Planning

C. Credibility of the Planning Process

The data presented under Mobilization of Organiza-
tional Planning pertain to the LMA's training goals eight
through 13. These items relate spucificallyto the opera-
tionalization of planning in the experimental agencies
which the AMA training goals imply.

In addition, ''e have also presented data
indirectly related to the AMA's training goals but
directly related to the establishment and achievement of
these goals. Top 'lanagement support for planning and
the establishment of a credible planning procoss are
viewed here as essential variables. The degree to
which these variables exhibit change indicates the

32
Ibid.
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effectiveness or lack of effect of the training. These
variables should also foreshadow the course of future
planning developments within these organizations.

A. Mobilization of Organizational Planning

We have divided this sub-category into three parts,
each explained separately.

1. Operational Impact of Organizational Planning

The ten items presented here concern the assignment
of responsibilities and the development of performance
standards essential to any organizational planning effort.

The first six items are content analysis categories.
Because the first three items are content categories of
the same interview gT.stion, the comments apply to all
three. The same is true of the next two items. The last
four items are taken from the questionnaire.

1. Define standards of performance for
key administrators

2. Specify task completion dates and action
assignments

3. Assign responsibilities to subordinate units

Interview Question: What do you think you
will obtain (have obtained) from the
AMA's trainin_ program?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

States: El and E2 only.

4. Need for Performance Standards

Interview Question: Have performance
standards been established for your
subordinates based on the objectives
in your division plan?

Range of Scale Possibilities: Extent of Use:
(1) none at all to (7) definitely.
Need for: (1) no value - should not
be used at all to (7) should, he used
much more.
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Pointe of Time: T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

5. Performance Standards - Extent of Use

6. Existence of Performance Reviews

Interview Question: Do you have regular
performance reviews with your subor-
dinates?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) still not
used to (7) regular performance reviews
held.

Points of Time: T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The Questionnaire items are:

7. My organization's policy statements are clear.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

8. My organization's performance standards are
understood.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

9. Good ways are used to let me know how I can
improve my Performance.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

10. 7 understand 2EILELELTALJtJEE2t1122112
ciei&re-tE6-stdted-alectivesofUdsorgwa-
zation

Points of Time: T3, T4.



149

Item 1 : Define standards of performance for key administrators

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

El & E2El & E2 E
1

& £
2

El & E2

N

2

N

2

N

9

N

5

N

3

N

6

N

6

N

9

Kruskal-Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 0.600 H= 0.360 H=1.066 P. 0.003

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.644 P=0.028 P=0.198 P=0.104

Sig.= NS Sig.= .05 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E
1

& E
1

E
2

& E
2

N

2

N

6

N

2

N

9

Kruska -Wallis One-Way Analysis of ar ance

II= 1.777 11= 0.680

gig = NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000095

Sig.= .001

P= 0.000001

Sig.= .001
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Item 2 : Specify task completion dates and action assignments

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

N

1

N

3

..-

N

9

N

8

N

3

N

5

N

6

N

4

Kruskal-Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.800 H=0.750 H=0.200 H= 3.681

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.316 P=0.702 P=0.506 P=0.152

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 Spring 1972

E
1

E
1

E
2 &

N

1

N

6

N

3

N

4

Krusab-Wallis One-WaAiiiiTis of Variance

H= 3.1250

Sig.= NS

H= 1.5625

Si a = NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000001

Sig.= .001

P= 0.078

Sig.= NS
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Item 3 :Assign responsibilities to subordinate units

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

El & E2 E
1

& E
2

El & E2 El & E2

N N N N N N NFN
2 3 6 4 7 8 7 9

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H= 0.083 H=1.136 H=0.000 H= 2.042

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.780 P=0.386 P=0.872 P=0.450

Sig. =NS Sig.= NS sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E
2 & E

2
E
1

& E
1

N

2

N

7

N

3

N

9

Kruska -Wallis One-Wa Analysis of Variance

H=2.142

Cia = NS

H= 4.521

Sig.= .05

[

Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.000005

Sig.= .001

P= 0.000001

Sig.= .001



Item 4 Need for Performance
Standards.

S ring. 1972

& C1 E2 & C1 E2

N
9

N
11

N
10

AnakiLLNallisDuj
II= 0.600

Sig.=

N
11

NS

N
9

H=2.281

Sig.=

N
10

NS

H= 0.831

Sig.= NS

Ip= 1.000 P= 1.000 ,' =1.000

152

ay An

Item 5 Performance Standards
Extent of Use.

Spring. 1972

E1 C1
E2 Cl E

1
E
2

N
7

N
11

N
10

N
11

N
7

N
10

lvsis of Va

Bingmialast of

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS .sig.= NS

H= 0.820 H= 0.001

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

11=0.609

Sig.= NS

-

P=0.000 P=1.000 P=0.000
001

Sig.=.001 Sig.= NS Sig.=. 001

Item 6 Existence of Performance Reviews

9

Spring_ 1977

ci
2

& C E1& E
2

N N N N N
11 10 11 9 10

Krus al-Wallis 0 e-Way Analy is of Varia ce

I

H=7.274 11=0.209 H= 3.081

Sig.= .01 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 1.000 P= 1.000 P= 1.000

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.=NS



I
t
e
m

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

T
o
t
a
l

1 T
w
o
 
W
a
y
 
A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

W
'
 
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
2
D
 
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

W
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
2

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

W
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
F
r
)
 
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

o
l
.

W
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
2

o
w

7
.
M
y
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
'
s
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e

c
l
e
a
r
.

F
a
l
l
,
 
1
9
7
0

T
l

S
p
r
i
n
g
,
 
1
9
7
1

T
2

.

F
a
l
l
,
 
1
9
7
1

T
3

S
p
r
i
n
g
,
 
1
9
7
2

T
4

N 3
8

5
C

5
.
1
3
2

S
D

1
.
5
4
7

N 7
1

X
5
.
2
3
9

S
D

1
.
4
3
9

N 6
8

3
t

5
.
1
7
6

'
S
1
1
)

1
.
2
5
7

N 4
0

3
r

5
.
2
0
0

S
D

1
.
1
8
1

5
9

4
.
2
3
7

1
.
6
2
2

5
1

4
.
'
0
2
0

1
.
3
7
8

4
5

4
.
6
4
4

1
.
2
6
4

3
9

4
.
2
3
0

1
.
4
4
1

6
6

5
.
5
0
0

1
.
1
1
3

5
7

5
.
2
9
8

1
.
3
2
2

6
7

4
.
9
1
2

1
.
1
0
0

5
9

4
.
8
1
3

1
.
3
7
0

1
6
3

1
7
9

6
1

4
.
6
0
6

1
.
6
6
6

6
6
 
_
s
4
.
4
3
9

2
0
4

1
.
3
4
8

2
4
1

T
1

G
T
2

T
2

G
T
3

G
T
4

T
1

G
T
4

F
S
i
.
n
i
f
.

F
S
'
 
i
f

'
.
1
'

'
.
,
'

C
o
l
.

1
.
3
6
3

N
S

1
.
1
8
3

N
S

0
.
2
4
4

N
S

2
.
9
1
9

N
S

,
A
o
w

C
o
l
.

0
.
0
6
6

N
S

0
.
2
6
7

N
S

2
.
9
1
5

0
.
1
5
0

N
S

N
S

0
.
0
1
9

N
S

R
o
w

1
2
.
8
9
4

.
0
0
1

C
o
l
.

1
.
0
7
1

N
S

2
.
7
5
1

N
S

3
.
4
7
1

N
S

j
z
r
a
w

2
1
.
4
5
7

.
0
0
1

6
.
7
2
6

-
 
-
-
-

.
0
1

2
3
.
3
4
0
_
.
0
0
1



I
t
e
m

8
M
y
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
'
s
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
 
a
r
e
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
n
n
d
_

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

T
o
t
a
l

T
w
o
 
W
a
y
 
A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

W
 
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

W
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
2

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

W
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
T
)
 
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

F
a
l
l
,
 
1
9
7
0

T
1

S
p
r
i
n
g
,
 
1
9
7
1

T
2

F
a
l
l
,
 
1
9
7
1

T
3

S
p
r
i
n
g
,
 
1
9
7
2

T
4

N 3
6

3
;

5
.
2
5
0

S
D

.
2
7
3

N 7
3

X
4
.
9
3
2

S
D

1
.
4
5
6

N
6
8

I
4
.
0
5
6

S
D

1
.
7
2
7

N 3
8

1
4
.
1
5
7

S
D

.
3
0
5

.
1

4
.

1
0

1
.
6
3
4

5
2

3
.
4
4
2

1
.
4
3
4

4
5

3
.
4
8
8

1
.
2
9
0

4
0

3
.
3
5
0

1
.
4
0
6

6
6
'
5
.
4
2
4

1
.
3
0
2

6
1

4
.
7
3
8

1
.
3
6
5

6
7

4
.
1
0
4

1
.
4
2
6

5
9

4
.
1
5
2

1
.
2
8
4

1
6
2

1
8
6

6
1

3
.
8
5
0

1
.
3
2
9

6
6

3
.
7
1
2

1
.
2
2
4

2
4
1

2
0
3

T
1

&
T
2

T
2

&
T
3

T
3

&
'
'
'

4
T
1

&
T
4

F
S
i
 
n
i
f
.

F
S
i
c
n
i
f
.

S
i
g
n
i
f
.

N
S

F
S
i
g
n
i
f

o
l
.

0
.
0
0
3

N
S

1
7
.
8
9
6

.
0
0
1

3
9
.
9
8

.
0
0
1

o
w

7
.
4
4
0

.
0
1

0
.
1
4
2

N
S
.

,
0
.
2
6
9

0
.
0
6
2

N
S

0
.
2
1
9

N
S

o
l
.

0
.
1
1
4

N
S

o
w

1
.
3
4
3

N
S

4
1
1
.
4
5
.
6
7
2

.
0
0
1

2
.
1
5
6

N
S

,
0
.
0
5
6

N
S

3
1
.
2
9
!

2
8
.
5
6
e

.
0
0
1

.
0
0
1

1
5
.
0
0
5

.
0
0
1

2
4
.
9
1
1

.
0
0
1

2
3
.
8
4
1

.
0
0
1



I
t
e
m

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

T
o
t
a
l

1 T
w
o
 
W
a
y
 
A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f

V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

y
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
1

W
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
2

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

y
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
)
 
#
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 
S
E
D
#
2

o
l
.

W
/
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
S
E
D
 
#
2

t
o
w

9
G
o
o
d
 
w
a
y
s
 
a
r
e
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
l
e
t
 
m
e
 
k
n
o
w

h
o
w
 
I
 
c
a
n
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
 
m
y

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
.

F
a
l
l
,
 
1
9
7
0

T
i

S
p
r
i
n
g
,
 
1
9
7
1

T
2

F
a
l
l
,
 
1
9
7
1

T
3

S
p
r
i
n
g
,
 
1
9
7
2

T
4

N 3
9

Y
4
.
7
4
3

S
D

1
.
2
2
9

N 7
3

I
4
.
5
7
5

S
D

1
.
3
4
2

N 6
8

1
4
.
5
5
8

S
D

1
.
5
2
9

N 4
0

R
4
.
6
5
0

S
D

1
.
3
6
9

6
0

3
.
6
6
6

1
.
6
1
2

5
2

3
.
3
4
6

1
.
3
1
1

4
5

3
.
5
1
1

1
.
4
7
1

3
9

3
.
6
1
5

1
.
3
3
0

'
6
5

4
.
7
0
7

1
.
5
8
8

6
4

4
.
0
1
5

"
1
.
7
6
8

6
7

4
.
1
4
9

1
.
5
7
8

6
0

4
.
3
0
0

1
.
4
2
9

1
6
4

L
8
9

6
1
_
3
.
9
3
4

1
.
6
5
1

6
6

3
.
9
6
9

1
.
4
6
7

2
4
1

2
0
5

T
1

&
T
2

T
2

&
T
3

.
.

T
3

&
T
4

T
1

F
S
i
g
n
i
f
.

F
S
i
g
n
i
f
.

N
S

F

0
.
3
6
8

S
i
g
n
i
f
.

N
S

F

1
.
4
7
3

S
i
g
n
i
f

N
S

c
o
l
.

4
.
5
6
9

.
0
5

0
.
0
9
6

L
o
w

2
.
1
9
0

I
L
L
S

6
.
5
8
9

.
0
5

3
 
6
2
9

N
S

0
.
8
7
2

N
S

=
J

0
.
0
9
7

N
S

R
o
w

1
0
.
3
4
3

.
0
1

p
o
i
.

6
.
0
5
7

.
0
5

0
.
5
0
9

N
S

0
.
3
7
8

N
S

1
.
2
4
0

N
S

p
l
u
i

i
1
7
.
2
8
6

.
0
0
1

9
.
7
6
9

.
0
1

1
0
.
1
8
4

.
0
1

1
7
.
5
2
9

.
0
0
1

0
.

0
N
 
S

I
3
.
3
8
1

1
N
S

(.
11 v
i



156

Item 10 I understand what results must be
7757170Ip achieve the stated
objectives of this organization.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Spring, 1972
T
4

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

N

68
45

5.397
4.688

67, 4.955
61

241

4.803

SD

el.457
1.427

40 5.075

/1..353 60 _4.800
1.661 65 4.615

205

T34T4

SD
1.163
1.456
1.493
1.270*

Experimental SED #1
W/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED 2

Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #2

F
Col. 1.649

Row 3.720

_Sitnif.
NS

Col. 7.693
NS
.01

Row 1.802 NS
Col.

Row

1.673
3.413

NS
NS

Cola 1.807
Row 0.9-n

NS
NS
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Analysis of items 1, 2, and 3 reveals no change
between the Experimental States sustained during the
period Fall, 1970 to Spring, 1972. In only one case did
ona item gain significantly greater emphasis over time
within a State; E2's top managers adopted Item #3, assign-
ing more responsibilities to subordinate units in the
Spring of 1972 than they did before training.

Within all states, with one exception, a significant
increase appeared in the number of top managers who men-
tioned that the AMA training goals were obtained as a
result of training. While E2 would be judged to have
shown no effect of training on Item #2, specifying task
completion dates and action assignments, all other items
indicate positive effects of training.

The next three items assess the use of performance
standards and reviews in the experimental organizations.

Item #4, concerning the need for performance
standards shows that the top managers of the Experimental
and Control States all consider performance standards
important. Item #5, indicates more widespread use of
performance standards 1.n both the Control and State E2
than in State El. This finding corresponds with our earlier
finding that job descriptions were more widely used in E2
than in El.

Actual performance reviews are given greater
emphasis in El than in the Control as indicated in Item #6,
but no significant differences exist on this point between
States El and E2.

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

The seventh item in this section, My organization's
policy statements are clear, showed no significant diifer-
ences in the El comparison either over time or holding
time constant. In short, no differences between the States
and no effect of training were shown. The E2 comparison
indicated significant differences which were attributable
to training and were produced by a positive effect in
State E2; when time was held constant, no difference
existed between these States.

Item #7: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The AMA program had no effect in either State dur-
ing this period. We found no statistical difference in
how El or Cl perceived their organization's policy state-
ments; neither die an analysis of changes between Spring
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and Fall 1971 yield any real changes. Policy statements
were definitely clearer in Cl than in E2, even though Cl
showed a minor decrease while E2's understanding rose
slightly. These negligible changes were not sufficient
to produce T2-T3 differences of any significance.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Siring 1972

There were also no effects of AMA training during
T3-T4. An increase in El's perception of statement
clarity can be compared with a corresponding decrease in
C2 to produce a significant difference between them but
neither changed sufficiently over time to conclude that
training had any impact. E2 and Cl remained essentially
static between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972 although a
difference still existed between the States--C1 continued
to consider its nolicy statements more understandable
than did E2,

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Examining organizational policy statements, we found
that El and E2 did not change significantly between Fall
1970 and Spring 1972. A slight increase was recorded in
El while E2 stayed at approximately the same level. No
difference existed between El and Cl but continued for E2
and Cl; E2 still thought less of what their organization
wrote than Cl thought of their documents. Taking a com-
bined Yl-Y2 perspective, then, we conclude: that the A:17
training program had no effect on the clarity of either
El or E2's policy statements.

Item #8: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #8, My organization's performance standards
are understood, showed no effects attributable to training
in El from Fall 1970 to Spring 1971. The States differed,
however, in that the Experimental State perceived its
performance standards as better understood than was the
case in the Control State. state £2 evidenced training
effects and proved to be different from the Control. In
this case, however, the effect of training was to reduce
the extent to which performance standards were understood.
The differences between the States was that the Control
State perceived that their standards were better understood
than those of Experimental State E2.



Item #8: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

A look at E2 during this period indicates that,
while they continued to understand their performance
standards much less than CI, no significant change
occurred within the Statc. Therefore E2 was not affected
by the AMA program in terms of this aspect of performance
standards. Something different occurred in Fl, where the
organization changed significantly between Spring and Fall
1971, showing a net reduction of comprehension of current
standards of performance. Because El's understanding was
declining faster than the Control State's, as well as being
more unstable, a negative effect of AMA training was
revealed.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

El stabilized between T3 and T4, showing no internal
change or external differences with either Cl or C2. Under-
standing of performance standards remained about the same
in E2 also although it was still lower than'in Cl as well
as, for the first time, C2. Since no State changed between
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972, we concluded that 214 training
had no impact on El or E2.

Item #8: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An evaluation of what effect, if any, the AMA
training program exerted on El/E2 understanding of perfor-
mance standards depends on a direct comparison between data
gathered before training began (Fall 1970) and data
gathered after training had ended (Spring 1972). In this
way we can determine if effects observed during interim
periods were permanent or temporary. As far as El is
concerned any negative effects attributed to AMA training
were temporary. While there was an overall decline in
how much this organization knew about its performance
standards, El did not decline as fast as Cl; no significant
difference existed between them. Therefore, a slight
positive effect can be credited to AT!:. training in El.
It is also clear that the negativi impact originally
indicated Tl-T2 for E2 faded with time. While E2 began
and ended lower than any other State and even dropped on
a Tl-T4 comparison, this drop was not so severe as the
decline in Cl nor was it so unstable. we can show a
positive effect of MA training of E2's understanding of
performance standards.
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Item 49: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Training had a positive cffect on El/E2 opinions
of the extent to which Good ways arc used to let me know
how I can improve my performance during this initial
period. To be sure, in comparison to E2 better ways were
characteristic of Cl both before and after training. El
remained higher than either E2 or Cl. But an analysis of
how they changed over time reveals that Cl declined more
sharply than did El or E2 between Fall 1970 and Spring
1971. Assuming that without AMA training the Exoerimental
States would have experienced a similar rate of decline,
we attribute positive effects to El and E2.

Item 49: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

There were statistical differences between Cl and
El/E2 throughout this period; these differences consisted
in Cl continuing to feel more positive than did E2 about
its means of showing organization members how they might
improve performance; but Cl remained more critical of
themselves than did El. Neither El or E2 experienced any
significant change as a result of AMA training.

Item 09: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

This comparison adds C2 to our analysis and strengthens
our conclusion that performance-related communication was
not increased as a result of ANA training between Fall 1971
and Spring 1972. El and Cl showed greater approval of
their ways to transmit information on individual performance
than did C2 or E2. But looking at Cl/C1, E1 /C2, E2/C1, and
E2/C2 over time, no significant changes are shown in El or
E2.

Item #9: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

AMA training had no overall impact on the ways in
which performance data was communicated in El or E2.
Neither Experimental State significantly changed its self-
appraisal on this issue between Fall 1970 (before training)
and Spring 1972 (a year after training had ended). There
remained a significant difference betwien E2 and Cl but
this is not relevant to analyzing training effeots unless
some change was also registered over time within the States.

Item #10: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Analysis of Item #10, I understand what results must
be roduced to achieve the staTerOFectives of this organi-
zation is confined to T and T4 although '.t nclu es four
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states: 2 Experimental States and 2 Control States, The
only significant comparison involves El and C2 between
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972, and it reveals a significant
change over time. An understanding of what results must
be produced has dropped in both States. However, this
change is too weak to produce any important differences
between El and C2.

DATA SUMMARY

Mobilization of
Organizr,tional Planning

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972 IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data Positive No Negative
Item CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

1 Define standards of per-
formance for key admin-
istrators

2 Specify task completion
dates and action assign-
ments

3 Assign responsibilities
to subordinate units

4 Need for Performance
Standards

5 Performance Standards- -
Extent of Use

6 Existence of Performance
Reviews

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 My organization's policy
statements ara clear.

8 My organization's perfor-
mance standards zre
understood.

9 Good ways are used to let
me know how I can improve
my performance.

10 I understand what results
must be produced to achieve
the stated objectives of
this organization..

E2

El,E2

El,E2

E1,E2

Fl

Insufficient

data (T4 only)

on which to base

a response.

El,E2

E1,E2

E2 El
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There were several effects of training on the mobili-
zation of organizational planning. One was negative; throe
were positive; ten comparisons showed no effect. Under-
standing of expected results (Item #10) declined more
severely in El than it did in one of the Control States
against which this Experimental State was compared. E2
assigned responsibilities (Item #3) and comprehended its
performance standards (Item 10) better as a result of train-
ing. While El did not improve its assignment process,
the staff knew more about their standards of performance.

Training did not alter existing differences between
the States, however. When questionnaire items are examined,
El appears most effective in planning mobilization while
E2 was least effective; in fact E2 was less effective than
the Control State which had recently entered the AMA program.
These relative standings are not consequences of training;
they were the same before and after training.

Throughout the periods covered by this evaluation,
the extent to which performance standards and expected
results were understood declined in both Experimenal States.
On the other hand, the clz-ity of policy statements and
means of communicating how to improve performance remained
comparatively stable between the Fall of 1970 and the
Spring of 1972.

The absence of data is due to the previously men-
tioned fact that Items #4-6 were administered in T4 only
and thus we have insufficient data to attribute training
effects to NMI. We can say that performance standards seem
to be more fully developed in El than in Cl during the
Spring of 1972. Whether this was one effect of spending
several weeks in Hamilton is uncertain.

But data on the other items was sufficient for the
research team to assess the impact of the program. On the
basis of this evidence, we conclude that training had no
effect on most of the varilblos assoviated with the
mobilization of organizational planning.
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2. Role of the Planning Unit

The seven items presented hero address the specific
activities of the planning units established in both
Experimental States prior to AMA training. The items are
also conceptually related to the ANA training goal of
nurturing supplementary planning efforts. The first six
items are content categories of the same interview question,
the last item appeared in the questionnaire.

1. Awareness of need to evaluate our programs

2. Available to answer planning questions

3. Writing guidelines for plan development

4. Reviewing and refining plans

5. Provides leadership in the implementation
of planning

6. Provides in-service training in planning

Interview Question: How has the planning
unit helped you to plan?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no help
to (7) great help

Points of Time: r.13, T4.

States: El, E2.

The Questionnaire item is:

7. The lannin unit has been hel ful to me.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Item 1 Role of Planning Unit - Awareness
of need to evaluate our programs.

Kruska

momminnimmliminnum

El & E2 E1 & E2

N

0

N

0

N

2

N

3

H= 0.000

Sig.= NS

H= 0.750

Sig.= NS

Binomial Test pf Prnpnrtinnc

p= 3.924P= 0.000

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

E & E
21

E1 & E2

N

1

N

2

N
0

N
3

Kruskal Wallis One-Way

H= 1.500

Sig.= NS

iance

nalycic of Variance

H= 0.000

Sig.= NS
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Item 2 Role of Planning Unit - Available
to 1swer planning questions.

Kruska

WITIMMIIMMITIMIII

El & E2
El 4 E2

N

6

N

8

N

9
?nitrite .
H= 4.591

Sig.= .05

. ..

H=7.787

Sig.= .01

Binomial 'Tact of-Etopnvt.inne

p= 0.924 P=0.774

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall. 1971 to Storing. 197

& E2
E
1

& E
2

N

6

N

8

N

7

N

9

Kruskal-Wallis Gne-w2y

H=0.600

Sig.= NS

nalycic of Va

H= 3.050

sig., NS

L

iance

iance
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Item 3 Role of Planning Unit - Writing gyidelines
for plan development.

-Eallp-292-1--59r-ingl--1222--

E & E2
1

E
1

& E2

N
6

N
3

N
6

N
4

Kruska lance

H= 3.266

Sig.= NS

H= 6.545

Sig.= .02

--ainflajalCtStAf-PMF'artth"-
p= 0.038 p= 0.152

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall. 1971 to Suring. 19Z

V E
2

E
1

& E
2

N N N N

6 6 3 4

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way,Analycic of Ica lance

H=0.006 H= 4.500

orotillZ":1\.511j2-:25`"
see oo

p= 0.377 P= 0.150

Sig.= NS
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Item 4 Role of Planning Unit - Reviewing
and refining plans.

Kruska

PAll 1071 S 1972

21 4 22 El 4 E2

, ,
N N N

-.1

I N

1 5 5 6

H= 0.085

Sig.= NS

Binomial TAct

P= 0.0002

Sig.= .001

H= 4.033

Sig.= .05

f PempuTtinn.
p= 0.964

Sig.= NS

Pall. 1971 Suring 1971

El & E
2

E
1

& E
2

N

1

N

5 6

iance

Kruskal-hgllic Onp-Way nalycie of Uo iance
H= 0.771 H= 0.675

Sig.= NS Sit.= NS

Jam'
P= 0.000118
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Item 5 Role of Plannin Unit - Provides
leadership in the implementation
of planning.

--Eall,...1921.UXiDS*-

E1 & E2
E1

& E2

N

5

N

6

N

7

N

5

Kruska -

Kruskal

If= 1.408

Sig.= NS

H =3.487

Sig.= NS

linaMiaLlestafBinparliails,
P= 0.964 P=0.098

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1971 to S r

E & E El & E
1 2 2

N N N N

5 7 6 5

fiance
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Item 6 Role of Planning Unit - Provides

in-service training in planning.

Kruska

H= 1.125

Sig.= NS

Fall 1471 S r* 1472

El & E2 El & E2

r

N

3

,

N

4

N

2

,

N

2

of Variance

H. 2.400

Sig.= NS

Binomial Teat of D.rnrnrtinns

P= 0.678P= 0.964

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall. 1971 to Spring. 197

E & E
21

E
1

& E
2

N N

2

N

4

1 N

2

KrUSkal-Wall is_One-War,Annlycic of variance

H= 0.750 H=3.428

Sig.= NS si ... NS



171

Item 7 The planning unit has been helpful
to me.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Spring, 1972

T
4

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N
68
45

4.867
3.644

SD
1.930_
1.734

N
38
40

4.631
3.750

SD
1.323
1.497

67 3,746 1.778
,61 3.737 1.731

53
64

3.849 1.472
3.593 1.466

24L

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

195

T34T4

Experimental SED #1
W/Control #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED # 2
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #2

F
Col. 0.082
Row 16.908

Sitnif.
NS

Col. 0.712
Row 23.185
Col. 0.198

.001
NS
.001
NS

,Row 0.184
Co]. 0.007
Row

4

0.819

NS
NS
NS
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Items #1 through #6 were asked only in Fall 1971
and Spring 1972 and were framed to compare the roles of
the planning units in the Experimental States. Because
this question was not asked before training we cannot
make any judgments regarding the impact of training on the
activities of these planning units. It should be pointed
out nonetheless that both planning units were established
just before AMA training.

The role of the planning units in developing staff
awareness of the need to evaluate programs (Item #1), to
provide leadership in the implementation of planning (Item
#5), and to offer in-service training (Item #6), showed no
differences between the states or within them. An analy-
sis of the number of people who responded indicates that
neither planning unit is seen as much affecting evaluation
in the planning process or in-service training. Many
managers did find that the units gave helpful leadership
in the planning process.

An analysis of the role of planning units in assist-
ing the planning process shows that top managers in El
viewed their unit as being more helpful than did top man-

agers of E2.

Item #2 Chows significant differences between the

two states. El is seen as being more helpful than E2 in

Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. Both states showed signifi-
cantly increasing awareness of the assistance given by
their planning units Ln tie planning process.

Item #3 showed that managers in El saw tie written
guidelines for planning as being more helpful t"an those

in E2. This item also indicates that over time %He planning
unit in E2 appeared less ielpful in this regard than was

the case in Fall 1971. TE.s probably reflects the develop-
ment of a plan for planning in El which wa:3 not produced

in E2.

Item #4 indicated a dramatic change in the helpful-

ness of the planning unit in reviewing and refining plans
in El, by contrast to E2. The planning unit in El appar-
ently increased its activity in this area significantly.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #7, The lannin unit has been helpful to me,
was used to compare changes in El and E2 (as contrasted to
Cl and C2) between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. Analysis
reveals that persons in El considered their planning unit
significantly more he',pful than those in Cl or. C2, though
impressions in no stee:e changed over time. The planning

unit in E2, while stL-istically simila:c to the Control
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States, was viewed as much less helpful by persons in
their organization than was its counterpart in El. A
visual inspection of the tables demonstrates that E2 had
lower ratings than any State in T3 and lower than any
except C2 in T4. To repeat, however, all these differences
are statistically insignificant.

DATA SUMMARY

Role of the Planning Unit

wall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

Item CONTENT

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Awareness of need to evalu-
ate our programs

2 Available to answer plan-
ning questions

3 Writing guidelines for
plan development

4 Reviewing and refining
plans

5 Provides leadership in the
implementation of planning

6 Provides in-service trainr
ing in planning

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 The planning unit has been
helpful to me.

..m.1

El,E2

El,E2

El E2

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

The e3rvices provided by Experimental State planning

units to other offices and persons within their organiza-

tions were not imoroved by the AMT. training program. When
writing guidelines for planning (Item #3) is considered,
services were adversely affected. Between Fall 1971 and
Spring 1972, E2 felt that their planning unit had become

less helpful in this activity.

The reader is again advised to treat this information

cautiously Absence of a control group and pre-training
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data for comparative purpoilles do not strengthen our
findings.

However, short of attributing training effects, we
can make observations and point to certain differences.
Neither Experimental State was more aware than the other about
any of these items except during T3. In assessing their
planning unit's assistance to them then, E2 mentioned
"reviewing and refining plans" (14) more than El; although
the data does not tell us if the observations were more
favorable or unfavorable.

That people thought about planning services is
covered by the analysis of variance. No difference existed
between the States on half of the content items; but El's
planning unit was viewed more favorably or: the other half.
This Experimental State felt that they received more aid in
finding answers (Item 42), developing plans (Item 43), and
reviewing plans, than did their counterparts in E2. This
advantage remained relatively stable over time except in
regard to guidelines for plan development; E2 endured such
a decline that negative training effects were assigned.

The summary questionnaire item tnat elicited overall
impressions of how helpful a planning unit had been also
revealed no training effects. It did indicate that E2's plan-
ning unit was considered more helpful than units in E2 or
Cl, even though this' difference was not significant. The
data also showed that persons within E2 had achieved greater
consensus of opinion, about their unit between T3-T4.

3. Development of Evaluation Techniques

This section contains nine items specifically con-
cerned with the use of evaluation techniques in the planning
process. The first item represents one of AMA's initial
training goals. The next five items are directly related
to the goal and to specific evaluation techniques which the
states may or may not be using. The last three items are
excerpted from the questionnaire and are related to the
AMA's goal for evaluation methodology.

Desi ned a methodology by which future Eerformance
may e evaluated in relation to the Performance
nib-dined in the plan

Interview Question: What do yeu think you will
obtain (have obtained) from the AMA's
training program?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.



States: El & E2 only.

Specific Methods of Evaluation:

2. Informal Feedback

3. Performance Reviews33

4. Questionnaires

5. Task Completion Inventories
34

6. Unobtrusive Measures 35

Interview Question: What specific methods do
you use to determine if the continuing
and specific objectives of your division
are being mot?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) minimum use
to (7) maximum use.

Points of Time: T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The Questionnaire items are:

33
Performanc) reviews: oral assessment of progress

toward objectives by those within the organization responsible
for their attainment. J performance review can be based on
many different kinds of evidence; from empirical data
gathered by a standardized testing program to the judgment
of the person making the review.

34
Task completion inventories: a superficial assess-

ment of whether tasks demanded by an objective have been
accomplished, e.g., books ordered, money appropriated,
teachers trained, etc. Such an inventory is heavily quanti-
tative in nature with little systematic attention paid to
the quality of accomplishment.

35
Unobtrusive measures: indices which do not neces-

sarily require the knowledge or cooperation of the person
whose program(s) are being evaluated. These measures
avoid the problem of reactive effects, i.e., the extent
to which the respondent tailors his answer to fit what he
thinks the evaluator wants to hear. Examples of this index
include organizational documents and observations.
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7. I have good ways for knowing how good our
results are.

Pvints of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

8. My organization has reliable ways for knowing
how well it is attaining its ob3ectives.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

9. I think that the Wiectives developed during
AMA training are clearly stated with respect
to results expected.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Designed a methodology by which future
performance may be evaluated in relation to

Item 1 the performance specified in the plan

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

El & E2 El & E2

N N N N N N N N

4 7 8- 7 1 5 3 6 5

Kruskal-Wallis One -Way Analysis of. Variance

H= 3.5714 H =2.815 H=0.0889 H= 1.200

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.144 P=0.436 P=0.190 P=0.426

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E1 & E
1

E
2 & E

2

N

4

N

6

N

7

N

5

Kruska -Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H=6.545

cia = .02

H=8.076

Sig.= .01
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.008

Sig.= .01

P= 0.409

Sig.= NS
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Evaluation Techniques Used: Evaluation Techniques Used:
Item 2 Informal feedback. Item 3 Performance reviews.

Sgring. 1972

El & C1 E2 & C1 El & E2

NNNNN4
2 4 5 4 2

N
5

Kruskal-Wallis One 1

H=1.928

Sig.= NS

H=0.015

Sig.= NS

H=2.400

Sig.= NS

P= 0.612 P= 0.548 P= 0.178

Sig.= NS -Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

El & C1

pring. 1972

E2 & E1 & E
2

N
5

N
2

N
2

N
2

N
5

N
2

y An lysis of Va iance

H=0.037 H=0.600

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

t of roportion6

P=0.002

Sig.=. 01

H=0.150

Sig.= NS

P=0.764 P=0.050

Sig.= NS Sig.= .05

Evaluation Techniques
Item 4 Used: Questionnaires.

E
1

& Cl

Snring 14477

N

3

N

4

E
2

& Cl El & E
2

N

1

N

4

N

3

N

1

Krus al-Wallis 0 ezigay Analysis of Varia ce

I

H= 0.281 H= 2.000 H=1.800

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Binomial Test of Pro rtions

P= 0.850 p= 0.146 p= 0.104

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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Evaluation Techniques Used: Evaluation Techniques
,Item 5 Task Completion Inventories.Item 6 Used: Unobtrusive measures.

Urine. 1972

El. & C1 E2 & C1 E1 & E2

N

4

N

3

N

1

N

3

N N

1

....-..,..-1irialifillaiiilligantJ
H=4.500

Sig.= .05

H=0.200

Sig.= NS

H=2.000

Sig.= NS

p=0.402 P= 0.292 P= 0.025

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= .01

& C1

Spripe. 1972

E
2

& Cl

..,

N

1

N

2

N

3

N

2

E
1

& E2

N

1
N

3

ay Analysis of Va ivice

H=0.000 H=0.000

Sig.= NS NS

t of Proportions

P=0.984 P=0.624

Sig.= NS

H=0.800

Sig. NS

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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Item 8 litouanization has reliable wayl
for knowing how well it is attain-
ing Its objectives.

Fall, 1971

3

Spring, 1972

T
4

Experimental SEM
Experimental SED#2
Control SED *1
Control SED *2
Total

N y SD N

68 4.220_1.563
45 3.E001.2324 40
67 4.552 1.282 61

1 4.409 1.464 66

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

241 206

T
3
4 T

4

X

4.076
SD

1.305
3.800 1.505
4.393 1.440
3.969 1.335

Experimental SED *1
W/Control SED *1
Experimental SED *1
w/Control SED 2

Experimental SED *2
w/Control SED *1
Experimental SED *2
w/Control SED *2

col. 0.638
Row 2.933
Col. 2.304
Row 0.045
COl. 0.011
Row 16.371
ol. 0.380

Row 6.335

Sinnif.
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

00I
NS

.05
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9 I think that the objectives
developed during AMA training
are clearly stated with respect
to results expected.

Fall, 1971
T3

Spring, 1972
T4

Experimental SED#1

Experimental SED#2

Total

N

68

X

4.1118

SD

1.767
N

39
I

5.205
SD

1.128
45 4.177 1.466 39 3.948 1.571

112 78

Two Way Analysis of
variance

T33 4

Experimental SED#1
W/Experimental SED#21ow

F

nAvan NS
17 AAI
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Analysis of Item #1 indicates that at no time between
the pre-training question and the Spring of 1972 did any
change appear in the degree of emphasis or amount of aware-
ness between the two Experimental States.

However, over time within the states there wore
significant changes. The development of an evaluation
methodology was not seen as a result of AMA training in the
Spring of 1972 to the extent that staff had honed this
would happen, prior to training. In both states, this was
clearly a negative affect of training; the managers in
question did not receive what they expected.

Items #2 through #6 were attempts to measure the
extent to which certain evaluation techniques were used in

the Experimental and Control States. This question was asked
in Snring 1972 only.

Items #2, #4, and #6 indicate no difference at all
between the states regarding the use of informal feedback,
unobtrusive measures, and questionnaires as evaluation
methods.

Items 43 and #5 did indicate some significant differ-
ences between the states. In both cases State El uses
more performance reviews and task completion inventories
as evaluative methods than either the other Experimental
State or the Control State.

It should be noted that possible responses to this
question included seven other evaluation techniques which
were not mentioned !y the respondents at all, or by only
one or two persons. This fact, taken with the N's reported
above, suggests somewhat inadequate knowledge and use of
various evaluative techniques by top managers in these states.

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Neither El nor E2 exhibited any effects of AMA train-
ing during this period. E2 did not feel so positive as Cl
about its ways for knowing how good its results are, but
this difference was as great after training as it had been
before. No differences existed between El and Cl nor did
El change its perceptions over time.

Item ff7: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Analysis revealed no significant changes in El or
E2; they did not consider their evaluation methods any
better or any worse. Cl remained the same as El but
increased the extent to which means of assessing results
were thought superior to the means used in E2.



184

Item 07: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Differences between E2 and Cl in how they felt about
the methods used to assess results are narrowed between Fall
1971 and Spring 1972, but remained significant. When com-
pared to C2, E2 showed a similar perception of this variable.
Looking at El and Cl/C2, we can determine no measurable
differences between them. There were no significant changes
in either Experimental State over time.

Item 07: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An assessment based on a compa-ison of data gathered
before and after training (Fall 1970 and Spring 1972
respectively) must conclude that AMA training had negative
effects in El and positive effects in %2. Although a pre-
and post-training analyse reveals net significant declines
in E2 and Cl's opinion of their evaluation methods, Cl
declined at a faster rate than E2 and a great difference
appeared between them. El reported decreases on this item
which were greater than Cl and falling at a more rapid rate.
Differences between El and Cl were not, however, at signifi-
cant levels. Nevertheless, negative effects of AMA training
in El on this variable must be registered.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #8, My organization has reliable ways for knowing
how well it is achiev ng its objectives,is related to Fall
1971 and Spring 1'472 only. While El and E2 did not change
their opinions between T3 and T4, both generally considered
their methods for assessing whether or not they were
accomplishing their objectives to be less reliable than did
either Control State. El, however, reversed its position
relative to C2 in the Spring. In the case of E2, no
reversal occurred and its differences with Cl and C2 remained
significant.

Item f9: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Data on how persons think that the ob'ectives develo ed
during AMA training are clear y stated with respect resu is
exnected could only be gathered from the two Experimental
States during Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. The results indi-
cated that there is a significant difference between El and
E2; E2 does not feel that its objectives are as clearly
stated as does El. No major changes over time for either
Experimental State can be reported.- However, the absence
of a Control State urges caution in ascribing any training
effects to any State.
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DATA SUMMARY
Development of

Evaluation Techniques

Fall, 1970 - Sprint, 1972

Type of Data

CONTENTItem

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Designed a methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in rela-
tion to the performance
specified in the plan El,E2

2 Informal Feedback Insufficient

3 Performance Reviews data (T4 only)

4 Questionnaires on which to

5 Task Comnletion Inven- base
tories

6 Unobtrusive neasures judgment.

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 I have good ways for
knowing how good our
results are. E2 El

8 :ly organization has re-
liable ways for knowing
how well it is attaining
its objectives.

9 I think that the objec-
tives developed during
AMA training are clearly
stated with respect to
results expected.

El,E2

El,E2

Evaluation is an underdeveloped area of the planning
process in both Experimental States. Of those items for
which effects could be determined, there were many more
negative than positive effects of training.

The development of an evaluation system (Item #1) was
thought more important in both States prior to training than



it was after training. This suggests that trainee expecta-
tions were not realized; the Experimental States anticipated
more than the AMA program was able to deliver in this area.

The questionnaire item about means of assessing_
results (Item ?r7) reported that as a result of training El
considered its ways worse off while E2 thought they had
benefited from training. This difference in assigned
effects was the result of both States declining in their
opinions of their own evaluation techniques. El declined
faster than the Control State, which constituted a negative
effect, while E2 declined more slowly than the Control,
which won its positive rating. Attributing positive train-
ing effects on the basis of a slower decline should not
particularly encourage those who are concerned with educa-
tional evaluation.

The remaining questionnaire items revealed that
training had no effect; however, contradictory changes did
occur. The agencies' evaluative techniques measured by
Item 08 became less reliable in El and more reliable in F2.
Looking at attitudes expressed in Item 9 about how opera-
tional were the goals developed during AMA training, uc
found that El thought theirs were more operational over
time while E2 believed theirs were less so.

The blank spaces on the summary sheet refer to the
inadequate nature of the data gathered for these items,
corrected in T4 only. The AMA cannot be held accountable
for any of these evaluative variables on the basis of such
limited information.

We have already pointed out that, aside from train-
ing effects, the six alternative evaluative techniques listed
in the data summary are those cited by more than two persons
when asked an open-ended question about what techniques they
used. Performance reviews were mentioned most often in
El; E2 favored the informal feedback approach to evaluation.
The traditional educational measures such as custom-made
and standardized tests, written progress reports, and outside
evaluators, were hardly mentioned at all. This lack of
multiple indices, the basis of any reliable evaluative
system, suggests that both States have much work to do in
this crucial activity.

For these reasons, the AMA program had mixed effects
on the development of evaluative techniques. One item in
one State is positive while the other seven items in both
States were negative or showed no effects at all. Consider-
ing the importance of evaluation to education, the inability
of the AMA program to help the States improve performance
in this area is unfortunate.



B. Top Management Support for Planning

Inherent in the AMA's training design was the absolute

necessity that top management scpport the planning process.
The following eight items were designed to obtain perceptions
of organization members about that support (or its absence)
and to record any change over time.

1. Adequate Resources (money and information)

2. yckresselt1airouIContvalSsteme)ldecisionmaking

process

Interview Question: What are the roadblocks
to change in this organization?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) major road-
block/always stops change to (7) weak
roadblock/seldom stops desired change.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The questionnaire items are:

3. My manager makes it clear that he is committed

to the success of our projects.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

4. '4y manager has expressed the belief that the

AMA's training program has been helpful.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

States: This item was asked in
States only.

the Experimental

5. My manager understands planning theory and is

able to put it into practice.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

6. I believe m organization 'fives me ade uate

tra Wing o o my wor e ect ye

Points of Time: T3, T4.

7. g21229fsalyEDilittolarIfeeloodaboutmutari.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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8. My manager provides me with adequate support
to perform my job.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Item 5 ZmanaerlY--.2.-anderstar-anni-n
theory and.is able to put it into
practice.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Experimental SED#1 68 4.897IExperimental SED#2 45 4..511

Control SED #1 -;7- 4.940
Control SED #2 77-117759-0

Total 141

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

Spring, 1972
T
4

SD N

1.702. 39
1.604 40
1.48c 61
1.792 66

X SD
5.025 1.404
4.025 1.576
4.721 1.343
4.530 1.303

206

T38T4

Experimental SED #1
W/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED I 2
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #2

01.

Row
Col.

Row

Col.

Row

Col.
Row

0.050 NS
0.419 NS
0.026 NS
3.596 NS
2.849 NS
7.260 .01
1.533 NS
1.756 NS
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I believe my organization gives mp
adequate training to do my work
effectively.

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

vow
Fall, 1971

T3

SD N
68 5,102 1.5564 40
45 4.844 1.429 40
67 4.880 1.571 61
61 4.754 1.608
41,

Spring, 1972
T
4

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

66
207

I

T34T4

Experimental SED #1
W/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED # 2
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #2

F
ol.

ow

OW

0.000

SD

5,125 ,1.264,
4.550 _1.395
4.852 1.424
4.651 1.341

NS
1.570 NS
0.042
4.411

NS
.05

0.614 NS
OW, 0.677 NS
ol.

ow

0.950 NS
h.000 NS
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Item 7 I feel good al?our my manager's
ability to Plan.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Spring, 1972
T4

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

X

5..161

SD
1.653
1.586

68 40 5.525
45 '39 4.230
67 5.447 1.222 61
61 5.131 1.617 66

4:733

SD

1. 131_
1.580

5.245 1.337
5.090 1.249

241\ 206

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3
&T

4

Experimental SED #1
W/Control SED #1 now,
Experimental SED #1 Col.

w/Control SED # 2 Row
Experimental SED #2 Col.
w/Control SED #1 )(ow

Experimental SED #2 Col.
w/Control SED #2 Row

JP
0.193

Signif.
NS

0.000 NS
0.688
1.424

NS

3.166
19.091

NS
NS
.0n

1.654 NS
8.887 .01
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Item 9 UXMaaaaLLJIUMULULIV211111AdeQUAte
port tomerform my iob

Fall, 1971
T
3

Experimental SEIM
Experimental SED#2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N X SD
68 5.6914.187
45 5.044 1.36417=671 A.214
61 5.557 .1,505
)41

Spring, 1972
T
4

N
40
39
60
66

X SD
5.423 1.240
4.410 1.584
5.183 1.455
5.257 1.180

205

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T3ST4

Experimental SED #1
W/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED 12
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #2

col 3.912
Signif.
-05

Row 0.999
Col. 2.201
Row

Col.

Row

Col.

1.019
7.781

12.246
5.479

Row

NS
NS
NS
.01
.001
.05
.001

41
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Item 01, Adequate Resources (money and information)
refore to a perceived obstacle to organizational change.
Analysis of the data indicates that inadequate resources
hindered change as greatly after the training as they did
before it. No differences existed in emphasis or awareness
between the Experimental States, nor did they change over
time. The AnA training had no effect on this variable as
a roadblock to change.

Item 42, Control System expressed through decision-
making process, concerns another possible hindrance. Com-
parisons of the degree of emphasis placed upon the Control
system as a roadblock to change reveals no differences
between the States before or after training. Neither El,
E2 or Cl changed their impressions over time.

In terms of awareness of this issue, El and E2 were
more perceptive than Cl before training. El was also more
aware than Cl in Fall 1971. Examining changes over time
(Fall 1970 to Spring 1972), El and E2 grew less aware of
their Control systems as an obstacle after training than
they had been before they entered training.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

During the immediate pro- post-training period, El
reflected significant change in the extent to which Mx
manager makes it clear he is committed to the success of
our projects; this can be attributed to training. In El
the effect was to increase managers' commitment. In organi-
zation E2 the frequency' with which managers expressed com-
mitment to the success of projects was unchanged. Both of
the Experimental States differed (independent of time) from
the Control on the grounds of how great a commitment was
expressed by managers. Managers in El expressed signifi-
cantly more commitment than the Control State's managers
and managers in E2 expressed significantly loss commitment.

Item #3: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The pattern established in Tl-T2 was reversed in this
period. Instead of further increases in managerial commit-
ment, El showed a decrease, albeit insignificant. This
decrease did not changa the significant difference between
El and Cl; this Experimental State continued to feel their
managers were more committed than those in Cl. On the
other hand, there were negative effects in E2 which were
the result of training. Although managers in E2 had become
more involved with their subordinates' projects in the Fall
as compared to the previous Spring, their counterparts in
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Cl had also grown more involved--only more so. Since the
Control State, without training, had increased faster than
the Experimental State, with training, negative training
effects occurred in E2.

Item 43: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Between the Fall of 1971 and the Spring of 1972, El
continued to report that their managers were significantly
more committed to project success than did Cl or C2. But
this Experimental State did not really change during this
time. Thus we cannot conclude that any effects, positive
or negative, occurred in El because they had been trained
in planning techniques by AMA. In comparison to Cl, E2
developed even more statistical difference than during
T2-T3; this difference (accompanied by a definite decline
over time) constitutes another negative effect of training.
Managers in E2 were also viewed less favorably in E2 than
in C2; yet an E2/C1 comparison indicates no major changes
between T3-T4 and therefore no training effect.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An analysis of both Experimental States between Fall
1970 and Spring 1972 reveals that training affected each
organization differently. El underwent a decline in the
degree to which managers felt strongly about what their
people achieved; but the decline in Cl over the same period
was even more pronounced, creating clear differences
between them. Hence, AMA training stabilized El in relation
to Cl. The way persons in E2 viewed managerial commitment
changed considerably over time; they thought their managers
were much less committed one year after training than they
had been before. Since the decline in F2 corresponded to a
similar, but slower, decline in Cl, and was accompanied by
greater E2 instability, AMA training influenced managers in
this Experimental State to be less clear about their commit-
ment to the success of organizational projects.

Item 44: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

The fourth item, My manager has expressed the belief
that the AMA's t.1.__rlasbeentrainin..rieranIelful, was not
administered In-theTWIriai±.egiVeiitothecontrol State.
Therefore, interpretation of this item is somewhat less
reliable. The analysis is limited to a comparison of the
two Experimental States during the Fall of 1970 to Spring
1971. Analysis indicated that the Experimental States
differed in both the extent to which positive attitudes
toward the AMA were held by managers and the amount of
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emphasis they gave their attitude. The first difference
was due to a significantly greater amount of belief being
expressed by the managers of El; the second difference was
due to E2's managers increasing the frequency with which
they expressed positive attitudes toward the training that
had been received. Since E2 remained unchanged and Fl did
not, we interpret this to mean that a training effect
existed in El and not in E2.

Item #4: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Neither Experimental State changed between Spring
and Fall 1971. Managers in E2 were not as expressive as
those in El about the benefits of AMA training; this
difference between the States is significant. No effect of
training, however, can be assumed due to the absence of
change over time.

Item #4; Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

There were no effects attributable to AMA training
during this time. Massive differences continued to exist
between El and E2 along the same lines as previously; but
the greater frequency with which positive opinions were
expressed by E2 managers as compared to El managers was
still insufficient to produce important difference within
the States over time.

Item 44: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The pattern observed during T2-T3 and T3-T4 also
characterized the overall assessment. Managers in E2
were considered less favorably disposed to the AMA program;
however, the relative stability of this difference pre- and
post-training meant that training did not affect this variable
in Fl or E2.

Item 05: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item 5, My manager understands planning theory and
is able to put it into Practice, is another item relevant
to the Experimental States as well as two Control States
only at two points of time: Fall 1971 and Spring 1972.
Because we have no baseline data on this item gathered before
training, we must be cautious about attributing any changes
or differences to training. This caution is unnecessary
here, because no significant changes or differences occurred
in or between the States. The: only exception to this general
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rule is that E2 seems to feel that its managers are less
competent in planning than those in Cl. This being the
only difference, it must be concluded that in El and E2,
managerial understanding of planning theory and practice
as well an managerial ability to put it into practice was
unaffected by training.

Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

I believe my organization gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively, Item 6, shows no differences,
with the exception ot El/C2, as we review what these
respondents feel about their in-service training programs.
If we examine the exception, we find that C2 does not feel
as positive as El about the training they have received.
No reportable changes exist within any State between Fall
1971 and Spring 1972.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

When evaluating over time El and E2 in terms of Item
47, I feel good about my manager's ability to pl2n, an
interesting pattern emerges. Between T3-T4, El did not
increase their respect for their managers' planning skills,
nor were they significantly different in this area from Cl
or C2. However, E2, a State that went through AnA training,
felt worse about their management's planning competence than
the Control States, which had received no comparable training.
This difference was not the result of any State's changing
over time but of the fact that E2 in T3 scored lower than
Cl or C2 and remained in T4 in the same relative position.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #8, My manager provides me with adequate support
to perform my job, was applied in T3 and T4 to all States.
In both periods, E2 reported that the support they were able
to obtain in performing their jobs was not as adequate as
the aid provided in Cl or C2. While both Control States
had declined over this period, E2 had declined even more
sharply. Making the transition to El, we find it differs
little from Cl or C2 but, compared to Cl, El has experienced
a major decline in perceived support. However, if El fell
off a little, Cl fell off steeply. Since we have no
indication of how the Experimental States felt about the
work-related environment before they entered AMA training,
we must be careful about presuming that change was caused
by AMA intervention.
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DATA SUMMARY

Top Management Sup-
port for Planning

Fall, 1970-Spring, 1972

Type of Data

CONTENTItem

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Adequate Resources (money
and information)

2 Control System expressed
through decisionmaking
process

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 My manager makes it clear he
is committed to the success
of our projects.

4 My manager has expressed the
belief that the AMA's train-
ing program has been helpful.

5 My manager understands plan-
ning theory and is able to
put it into practice.

6 I believe my organization
gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively.

7 I feel good about my manager's
ability to plan.

8 My manager provides me with
adequate support to perform
my :;ob. El E2

El

E1,E2

E1,E2

E1,E2

El,E2

El,E2

E1,E2

E2

Based on the Content items, we found that in the
Experimental States the training program had no effect on
attitudes of top administrators toward inadequate resources
and the decisionmaking process as obstacles to organiza-
tional change. The States did not alter their emphases on
the lack of money and adequate information- -and the presence

4
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of Controls inherent in the decisionmaking process--as
barriers which kept them from moving forward. One slight
shift appeared in their awareness of these variables as
roadblocks; both States mentioned them less in the Spring
of 1972 than they had before training began in the Fall of
1970.

Two questionnaire items made it possible to determine
that the AMA program affected the Experimental States. Here,
the States were moving in opposite directions. Attitudes
about the degree of commitment expressed about projects
(Item #3) and about support provided for project accomplish-
ment (Item #8) were partially affected in El and negatively
influenced in E2.

The positive effects attributed to El and negative
effects assigned to E2 were the only training effects shown
on top management support for planning. Aside from the
revelation-of these two questionnaire items, the analysis
brought out no other effects.

Interpretatons of the questionnaires must be
moderated because of the absence of pre-training data on
most items. Without knowing how the organizations felt
before training, we have no baseline data against which
to compare how they feel now. We lack direct evidence,
therefore, on which to.build a conclusive argument for tha
effects we did or did not identify.

By evaluating the relative standing of the Experi-
mental States on these concerns, separate from a considera-
tion of training effects, a very stable ranking is revealed.
In almost every comparison, El sensed the greatest managerial
support for planning during T3-T4. Conversely, the least
support is perceived by respondents in E2. The two Control
States assume a middle position between the Experimental
States on virtually every item.

C. The Credibility of the Planning Process

The following data examine the assumption that
planning, to be effective within the organizations. must be
thought credible. We are interested in how important
planning is to the SED's, and how the training program may
have redefined planning's role. There are eight items in
this sub-category, four from the interview data and four from
the questionnaire.

1. pitsuiDLEE2atilily. of Planning

Interview Question; What do you think you will
obtain (have obtained) from the AMA training?
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Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

States: El & E2 only.

2. Role of Planning: how integral

3. Role of Planning: how much is needed

4. Role of Planning: emergence

Interview Question: What is the role of planning
in running the state's schools?

Range of Scale Possibilities: how integral:
(1) no value to (7) integral part,
how much is needed: (1) no value/should
not be used at all to (7) everything
should be planned.
emergence: (1) still not used to (7) long-
standing practice.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, & Cl.

The Questionnaire items are:

5. As I see it, planning is an integral part of
running the state'] sahools.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

6. As I see it/ persons in this organization put a,
lot of effort into planning.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

7. My capability to lan effectively will posi-
tively affect my future career in this
organization.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

8. The activities relating to planning are having
an effect on the policy of this organization.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Item 1 : Establish credibility of Planning

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

El & E2 E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

E
1

E
2

N N N N N N N N

7 8 8 11 9 10 9 8

Krus Wall One -Way Analysis of Variance

/4= 1.208

Sig.= NS

/4= 0..615

Sig.= NS

11= 1.500

Sig.= NS

11=8.898

Sig.= .01]
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.736 P=0.026 P=1.00 P=0.000

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E
1

.& E
1

E
2

& E
2

N

7
I_

N

9

N

8

N

8

Kruska -Wallis One-Way Analysis of ariance

H= 0.100

sig = NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

H =8.040

Sig.= .01

P= 0.000001

Sig.= .001

P= 0.104

Sig.= NS
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Item 6 As I see it, persons in this organization
put a lot of effort into planning.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Spring, 1972
T
4

Experimental SEM
Experimental SED92
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N X
68 5.147
45 4:933
67 4.880
61 4.934

241

SD

1.260
1.355
1.409

N X
40 4.625
40 4.075

SD
1.212
1.366

60 4.550 .281

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

1.515 66

206

T3ST4

4.439 1.234

Experimental SED 91
W/Control SED 91
Experimental SED 91
w/Control SED 9 2
Experimental SED 92
w/Control SED 91
Experimental SED 92
w/Control SED 92

6.012 .05
ow n o64_ NS

Col.

ow 1.273 NS
Col. 9.779 .01
Row 1.233 NS
Cola 12.289 .001
Row 0.846 NS
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Item 7 My capability to p::_an effectively
will positively aff!ect my future
career in this organization.

Fall, 1971
'I'

3

Spring, 1972
T
4

N TC. SD
Experimental SEM 68 5.764 1 35
Experimental SED#2 45 5.022 1.815
Control SED #1 67 5.555 1.317
Control SED #2 61 5.095 1.660
Total

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

Experimental SED #1
W /Control SED #1

Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED # 2
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #2

N

19
19

66
205

X SD

9_01 1.1196

4.564 1.586
5_.(132 1.505
5.015 1.'4j_

T314T4

5.112 .05
5.335 .05
3.460 NS

NS
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Item 8 The activities relating to planning
arse .an effect on the policy
OTthis organization.

Fall, 1971
T
3

Spring, 1972

T
4

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SEDI2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N

68
X

5.250
SD
1.713

45 5.088 1.411
67 4.850 1.416

N X SD

,12._5,425 1.141
40 4.350 1.424
59

61 4.737 1.504 64
241 203

4.694
4.484

1.392
1.297

Two May Analysis of
Variance 34T4

F _Sianif.
Experimental SID #1 ol. 0_042 NS
K /Control SED #1 w 6.912_ .01
Experimental SED #1 ol. 0.207 NS
w/Control SED # 2 ow 11.943 .001
Experimental SED #2 ol. 5.087 .05
w/Control SED #1 ow 0.0724 NS
Experimental SED #2 ol. 6.264 .05
w/Control SED #2 ow 0.299 NS
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Item #1, Establish credibility of planning, was
applied to El and E2 only. It refers '.o a possible benefit
which they might obtain from AM training. There were no
differences in the value each ascribed to this variable
prior to training. No differences existed in the two
periods immediately after training (Spring 1971 and Fall
1971). However, El reported that training established the
greater credibility of planning in their organization than
in E2 in Spring 1972. E2 also attached less emphasis to
this variable as an effect of training in Spring 1972 than
they had in Fall 1970. No change occurred in Fl.

Awareness of planning credibility followed a similar
pattern. El changed over the course of the two-year evalua-
tion; this change brought increased awareness. El's change
was not, however, sufficient to create a significant
difference between it and E2, before or after training.

Because there was no Control State against which to
compare Experimental State responses on this item, results
should be modestly interpreted. Nevertheless, we can
conclude that E2 was less affected by training (regarding
the establishment of planning's credibility) than they had
predicted earlier. This is a negative effect of training.

Due to the addition of a Control group, Item #2,
Role of Planning: how integral, provides a more solid base
on which to interpret effects. Analysis demonstrates no
differences in E1 /E2 awareness, since all respondents
addressed this issue.

Significant differences do appear when we assess
the impact of training on the extent to which planning is
seen as an integral part of running the state's schools.
Although El and Cl felt substantially the same before train-
ing, a significant difference was measured after training,
in Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. The difference consisted of
El's attaching greater importance to planning. The reverse
was true for E2 and Cl. Compared to the Control State,
E2 viewed planning as a less integral part before training.
After training, however, there was no difference between
E2 and Cl. El moved from no difference with Cl to a
superior position; E2 went from an inferior position to no
difference. Both Experimental States improved their
position on this variable when compared with the Control
State.

These changes were due not so much to heightened
awareness in El or E2 as to a decrease in Cl between Fall
1970 and Spring 1972. Assuming that without training El
and E2 would have experienced similar decreases, we
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conclude that training had a positive eff.ct in both
Experimental States.

Item i3, Role of Planning: how much needed, was
not different from either Experimental state in relation
to the Control either before or after training, and no
training affects appeared. The training program did not
change top administrators' views of how much planning was
needed in the organization.

Item 4, Role of Planning: emergence, shows a
dynamic similar to that observed for Item 02. No State
was significantly more aware than others about the emergence
of planning at any point in time. Neither did any State
change over time (Fall 1970 to Spring 1972). 411 etates
were equally aware of the variable before and after training.

El saw planning as emerging about the same time as
did Cl before training; no significant differences were
measured. However, in two post-training periods (Fall
1971 and Spring 1972), planning was considered a more recent
development in Cl than in El; this difference increased as
time passed. Before training, it was felt that training
was a more recent development in E2 than in Cl. After
training (in spring 1971, Fall 1971, and Spring 1972) this
difference ceased to be significant. El still put more
emphasis on this item during Spring 1972 than did E2; El
viewed planning as a longstanding practice.

These improvements of the relative positions of El
and E2 compared to Cl were not due to a feeling in Experi-
mental States that planning had been around longer, but
to the Control States' feeling that planning was a greater
novelty than they had reported earlier. If, as in previous
items, we presume that El and E2 would also have seen plan-
ning as a newer practice had they not taken the AAA training,
as Cl did not, then the fact that El and E2 stayed about
the same while Cl decreased is a positive effect of training.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #5, a questionnaire item, As I see it_planniu
is an inte ral art of running the state's schools,
revea e no change w ich can e attr ut..1 to training in
either of the Experimental organizations. In terms of the
extent to which planning played an integral role, there
was a difference between each of the Experimental States
and the Control. Organization El saw planning as more
integral than did the Control, and organization E2 saw
planning as less integral than the Control.



Item 05: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Analysis of this item betweGn the Spring and Fall
of 1971 reveals a Positive training effect in El and no
effect at all in E2. All States felt that planning was
more integral as time passed. The differences over time
were not significant in the case of E2 although planning
remained less important there than in Cl. Planning in El
became a more integral part than in Cl and the rate of
upward movement' was faster in the Experimental State than
in the Control State. Hence a positive effect of training
may be shown for El.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Negative effects were measured in both Experimental
States as a result of RA training. El and E2 were less
sure that planning was an integral part of running the
State's schools than they had been previously or than was
either Control State. El and E2's confidence in the impor-
tance of planning decreased more quickly than Cl or C2
although significant differences appeared in only one
comparison: E2 with Cl.

Item 05: Pall 1970 to suing 1972

El and E2 felt that planning was not as important
for the State's education system in Spring 1972 as they
had before training in Fall 1970. Cl also declined over
this period. A comparison of the rates of change over
this longitudinal period indicates negative effects in El and
E2.

Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #6, As I see it, persons in this organization
put a lot of effort into planning: Between Fall 1971717
Spring 1912, the amount of actual work invested in the
planning function declined in the Experimental States and
the Control States. In all cases, this decline was
significant. Looking at all four States in T3, the greatest
effort was made by El followed by C2, E2, and Cl respectively.
These rankings changed in T4. While El still led the field,
Cl and then C2 were next, with E2 a distant fourth. We
must reemphasize here that 1) thcso inter-state differences
with insignificant and 2) due to the lack of pre- training
data, the extent to which training effects can be assumed
is limited.
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Item 7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item 47, try capability to _plan effectively willpositively affect my future career in this organization,measures to what degree persons in the Experimental Statessee a connection between good planning and a successfulcareer. This variable is a satisfactory predictive
mechanism for future planning success or failure, sincethe chance that educational administrators will devote mucheffort to something they believe irrelevant to their organi-zational future is minimal. The connections made betweenplanning and a career was more tenuous in T4 than in T3for t1, E2, and the Control States. Comparing El withCl, this decline was significant. The interrelationship
between the planning function and personal future weakened in E2compared to both Control States although only in the caseof Cl was the drop significant. E2 also saw the slimmest
connection in both periods.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #8, The activities relating to planning arehaving an effect on the policy of this organization, is
another aspect of the credibility of-the planning processwhich tests how much influence planning exerts upon
organizational decisionmaking. If little connection is
seen between planning and actual policy, persons within
the organization are likely to view planning as busywork
rather than an essential management tool. We were con-
cerned with changes in this variable between Fall 1971 and
Spring 1972 in both Experimental States. The connection
of planning to policy making declined significantly in E2but was not sufficient to create differences between it
and each Control State. El showed the greatest influenceof planning on policy in T3 and in T4. The significant
difference between this Experimental State and the ControlStates was more a function of stability than of changeover time. El started and finished by making the closest
connection; E2, on the other hand, immediately followed Elin T3 but fell to last in T4. It seems particularly
significant that a State with substantial training and
involvement in planning could believe that planning and
policy were more distantly connected than did two Control
States which had far less planning experience.
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DATA SUMMARY

The Credibility of
the Planning Process

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

Item CONTENT

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Establish credibility of
planning El E2

2 Role of Planning: how
integral El,E2

3 Role of Planning: how much
is needed El,E2

4 Role of Planning: emergence E1lE2

QUESTIONM IRE

5 As I see it, planning is an
integral part of running the
state's schools.

6 As I sco it, persons in this
organization put a lot of
effort into planning.

7 M capability to plan effec-
tively will positively
affect my future career in
this organization.

8 The activities relating to
planning are having an effect
on the policy of this organi-
zaeLn.

El,E2

Fl,F2

FLE2

El E2

Credibility of organizational planning among top
administrators was significantly affected by the AMA trail-
ing program. Out of the eight variables (4 content cate
gories and 4 questionnaire items) which constitute our
analysis of the credibility of the planning process, only
one (Item #3) exhibited no training effects at all.



218

An evaluation of the content data indicated thatthe AMA program furthered the credibility of planning in
the Experimental States. The meaning of the first of these
items should be regarded cautiously due to the lack of a
control group and the consequent problem of validity of
interpretation. Nevertheless, AMA training established
the credibility of planning about as solidly as El had
expected prior to training, but not so firmly as E2 wanted.
In reference to attitudes about the role of planning, Eland E2 experienced positive effects in making planning a
more integral part of running the State's schools (Item 42)as well as a practice of longer standing (Item #4). Both
Experimental States attached similar levels of importance
to planning before and after training lo no effects were
attributed to the AMA on Iterate.

On the other hand, more negative than positive
effects appeared when we reviewed the questionnaire items,
though the lack of pre-training information prompted us
to be careful in assigning these effects. The Experimental
States viewed planning as less integral (Item 05) and as
an activity to which organization members devoted less
effort (Item #6) as time passed. Furthermore, the influence
of planning on policy (Item #0) within E2 seemed to diminish
as a consequence of planning; El's sense of its influence
was unchanged. The single positive training effect was
the firm connection made between planning skills and career
development; both States thought the connection had been
strengthened by training.

The emergent patterns of questionnaire items in
earlier sections appear again here. On the basis of mean
scores, E2 generally thought planning was least credible,
while FL believed tha* planning had greatest credibility
in their organization.

No overall conclusion is made as to the total impact
of training on the credibility of the planning process.
The evidence is mixed and somewhat contradictory (e.g.,
concerning how integral a role planning plays). Our assess-
ment of training effects on planning credibility must rest
on an individual analysis of the various items which com-
prised the section. On this evidence the reader may or
may not wish to draw overall conclusions.
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AREA III: LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY DATA

The purpose of this section is to study the impact
of AMA training on the Experimental Local Education
Agencies ILEA's) in terms of the causal variables discussed
earlier.30 We again look at the thirteen criteria listed
by the AMA as the basis of evaluating the program (Expected

Results).37 The extent to which the AMA was able to work
through the LEA's to achieve each goal is then considered
(Actual Results). What participants think about what AMA
did is summarized and displayed in tabular form (Attitudinal
Data). Finally, we offer conclusions which rest on a
combination of results and attitudes.

Besides using the scaled and open response question-
naires as information resources for this section, we
examined the original planning documents produced at
Hamilton.38 From these sources we sought a rounded appraisal
of the status of the thirteen criteria applicable to the

LEA's which underwent AMA training.

36The symbols used here to denote Experimental and
Control local education agencies are the same as diagrammed
in an earlier section:

S
Y

B
0
L
S

S
E
D

ELEA #1 = experimental local educatiOn agency in
same state as ESED #1

ELEA #2 = experimental local education agency in
same state as ESED #1

CLEA #1 = control local education agency in same
state as ESED #1

ELEA #3 = experimental local education agency in
same state as ESED #2

ELEA #4 = experimental local education agency in
same state as ESED #2

CLEA #2 = control local education agency in same
state as ESED #2

37AMA, 22. cit., pp. 4-5.

38Klawuhn and Basso, 22. cit., Appendices.

ELEA #1 = Vol. IV
ELEA #2 = Vol. V
ELEA #3 = Vol. II
ELEA #4 = Vol. I/I
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Section 1: Action

A. Expected Results

To facilitate our review, we repeat the thirteen
criteria previously described. Refer to the SED Expected
Results section for more detailed definitions of terms.

1. agreed upon a definition of the institution's
mission;

2. established continuing objectives and planning
procedures for long range achievement of the
institution's mission;

3. identified resources and constraints;

4. differentiated between where the institution
is and where it wants to go;

5. modified previously established objectives;

6. identified and analyzed alternative courses
of action;

7. determined priorities;

8. made strategic action assignments;

9. defined standards of performance for key
administrators;

10. specified task completion dates;

11. designed supplementary planning efforts;

12. assigned responsibilities to subordinate units;

13. designed a methodology by which future performance
may be evaluated in relation to the performances
specifiaTh plan.

B. Actual Results

We will address the question of what has been done
in each LEA to satisfy each criterion. Since we did not
interview participants nor collect as much written informa-
tion as from the SED's, our analysis will he shorter and
more tentative than the one presented for the SED's.
Enough data is available to draw an outline of LEA progress
and to give some indication of future directions.
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It is well to re-emphasize here that it is not
within the scope o: this evaluation to examine the feasibil-
ity or relevance of what the agencies have written. Assump-
tions, beliefs, missions, etc. are largely personal
statements beyond empirical verification. Other elements
are based on in-house data beyond reasonable external
analysis. Our purpose, therefore, is simply to determine

to what extent participants did what AMA said they would

do. To put it more bluntly, we wish to see if paper was
produced in correspondence to the thirteen criteria.

Consequently, we have devised the following "Summary

of Action Findings: LEA Level" chart to assess progress
toward each criterion. To keep within the scope of this
evaluation, consideration of progress is limited to quanti-

tative rather than qualitative concerns. When we indicate
"minimum, "moderate," or "maximum" progress this is not
to be interpreted as "poor," "average," or "excellent."
It should be interpreted as how much work was done on a
criterion, not how 122g that orcf -Fay have been.
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No.

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS 39

LEA LEVEL

AMA CRITERIA 1 -13

FALL, 1970 to SPRING, 1972

Amount of Progress

Criteria Minimum Moderate Maximum
1. Agreed upon a definition of

the institution's mission

2. Established continuing
objectives and planning
procedures for long-range
achievement of the insti-
tution's mission

3. Identified resources and
constraints

4. Differentiated between
where the institution is
going and where it wants EL3
to go

5. Modified previously estab-
lished objectives

6. Identified and analyzed
alternative courses of
action

7. Determined priorities

8. Made strategic action
assignments

9. Defined standards of per-
formance for key adminis-
trators.

EL3
EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,FL2,
EL3,FL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL4 EL2

EL3 EL2,EL4 EL1

EL1,
EL2,

EL3,EL4

EL3

EL1,EL2
EL3,EL4

10. Specified task completion
dates EL1,EL3 EL2,EL4

11. Designed supplementary
planning efforts

12. Assigned responsibilities
to subordinate units

13. Designed a methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in rela-
tion to the performances
specified in the plan

EL1,
EL2,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

39
On all charts used in the action and attitude
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In terms of activity directed toward the accomplish-
ment of the AMA training goals, the Experimental LEA's
took some steps toward nearly every objective. Led through
the step-by-step structured planning exercise, they ad-
dressed all the criteria enumerated in the original AMA
proposal.

The greatest, most uniform progress was made on the
first and second criteria. The institutions' missions were
defined, and a set of continuing objectives weie-WITEen.
Each mission and continuing objectives series was somewhat
different; some documents were more detailed than others.
The essential point is that the mission and continuing
objectives which AMA promised to produce were, in fact,
written.

Comparable degrees of progress toward criteria 3 and
4 were made in the Experimental LEA's, which went to con-
siderable lengths to analyze their environment; part of
this self-examination was some identification of resources
and constraints. Implied in their examinations was an
analysis of where the institution is going and where it
wants to 92.

As with most of the elements of the planning process
experienced by the teams, the degree to which particular
criteria or topics are developed depends heavily upon the
interests, abilities, and data available to the teams.
ELEA #2 generated all kinds of data on pupil achievement,
budgetary trends, etc. ELEA #4 seemed to develop a
thorough list of cost reduction strategies based on avail-
able resources. Conversely, ELEA #3's minimum rating w4s
dictated by the relatively slight documentation they had
on the current status of their programs and institutional
environment.

The modification of jireviously established objectives
was accomplished by the development of specific objectives
(criterion 5). These specific objectives were written to
correspond to--and be grouped under--the continuing objec-
tives. In many instances, a set of specific objectives
did not seem to have been completed for the continuing
objective(s). But the expected results, client groups,
and deadlines were clearly evident in those which were
completed.

Strate ies contribute to the achievement of specific
objectives an are covered by the sixth criterion (identified

sections to refer to LEA's, these short-form symbols will
be used:

f

ELEA #1 = EL1
ELEA #2 = EL2

ELEA #3 = EL3
ELEA #4 = EL4

CLEA #1 = CL1 CLEA #2 = CL2
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and analyzed alternative courses of action). They often
appeared in a standardized format:

Area Strategized (Objectives, Strengths, Weaknesses,
Planring Gap, etc.)

Strategy: Costs:

Program: Manpower:

Task--Action Assignments Responsibility Due Date

Just as every continuing objective did not list all of the
specific objectives necessary for its attainment, so every
specific objective was not fully strategized. Strategies
demand more specificity than the specific objectives and
involve numerous hard decisions which may have been post-
poned until managers returned to their organizations after
training. Strategies cannot be systematically approached
until comparatively late in the sessions; time may have
run out. This dual factor may account for the underdevelop-
ment of strategies.

ELEA #2's planning document offered the most complete
connections between specific objectives and strategies.
More of their objectives were fully strategized than those
in other plans we reviewed. Moderate but highly acceptable
progress was made in ELEA #1 and #4; ELEA #3 was not so
attentive to strategies as the others.

None of the LEA's clearly delineated their priorities
(criterion 7) in the documents made available to the research
team. In ELEA #1, we could only presume priorities, since
the manner of presentation 4iffered for each suspected
priority and was confusing.'" EL #3 and #4 weighted their

401n the AMA planning document for ELEA #1, priorities
are typically presented:

PRIORITIES PRIORITIES -- SECONDARY

Elementary Specific ObjectivesPrepareSpecific
continued education

Priority Reading Strategies
Priority Strategies

1. Establish data base of
student performance and 1. Personnel needs (Subjective
ability eval.)

2. Lead teachers in elementa-
ry schools to improve
reading

a) administrative
b) teacher

2. Preparation for entry jobs

Reading this over, one could reasonably assume that ELEA #1 has
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continuing objectives by the assignment of points but did
not specify the cutoff level for priority status. By
scanning a list of continuing objectives with descending
weighted averages the reader cannot learn whether three
continuing objectives,fomor some other number have been
termed priorities. In all cases a simple listing of issues
identified as district priorities would have been clearest.

Action assignments (criterion 8) cover the creation
of job descriptions for key personnel in the organization.
Job descriptions sometimes include performance standards
(criterion 9) and task completion dates (criterion 10),
to be discussed later. Here we evaluate the definition of
the position and a listing of responsibilities of that
position. ELEA #3 was unable to comply with this training
goal; ELEA #2 and ELEA #4 did some work on it; job descrip-
tions were a particular strength of the ELEA #1 planning
document.

Another area of minimal progress was criterion 9,
standards of performance. While responsibilities (action
assignments) were plainly listed throughcut most planning
documents, expected results (performance standards) were
not. No direct coma-MN-linked responsibilities to
results. Since only one Experimental SED has made sub-
stantial progress in this regard, the
unimpressive achievement of the local level is unsurprising.

Efforts to specify task completion dates (criterion
10) for action assignments met similar success in the ELEA's.
Many of the decisions made by trainees had firm deadlines
attached to them. ELEA #2 and ELEA #4 apparently placed
great importance on this criterion. ELEA #1 and ELEA #3,
for whatever reasons, did not appear so concerned to estab-
lish completion dates for tasks assigned at Hamilton.

Criteria 11 and 12 were interpreted to suggest
activities such as in-service training, planning guidelines,
etc. We have already mentioned ELEA #2's presentation of
current achievement information in their planning document.
Both of these criteria are so broadly stated as to defy
precise definition. For this reason, the research team
has taken refuge in the "moderate" column for nearly all
ELEA'c. All produced reports and paper decisions which
could be taken as supplementary planning efforts or the

set readin as its elementary schools priority and career/
higher e ucation as its secondary schools priority. But
the disparity of form and content for the two levels as
well as lack of clarity make our priority designation
difficult.
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assignment of responsibility to subordinate units. Using
this same decision rule, since ELEA 03 did not insert .as
much information about these criteria in their planning
document, a minimum rating was assigned to their supple-
mentary planning efforts.

Evaluation (criterion 13) was another weak point in
the AMA program in the LEA'S. Like their ESED counterparts,
the LEA's have not developed an adequate evaluative system
based on the plan produced through AMA training. Some of
the objectiws suffer from overgeneralized evaluation
strategies.'" Others fail to list any means of evaluation
at al1.42 Where specific indices do appear, a suitable
testing program is strongly recommended. This is under-
standable given the traditional reliance of American
education on this device; especially in assessing reading
skills, testing had obvious utility.

The SED's made some progress, albeit minimal, in
broadening their evaluation base beyond simple paper-and-
pencil tests; the LEA's seem to have every written intention
of following suit. Some acceptable examples of evaluation
strategies were found among the ELEA #3 materials. Evalua-
tion certainly concerns the ELEA's, for many objectives
and strategies of evaluation appeared throughout the
planning documents. In the Spring of 1972 the research
team requested that the Experimental ELEA's forward to us
their current plans and an up-to-date status report regard-
ing progress on the plans produced during AMA training.
Responses to that request are discussed in Chapter Six.
As we have indicated, any meaningful evaluation of the
effectiveness of AMA training must be based on an evalua-
tion which looks at attitudes and actions over time and their
effect on organizations output.

Section 2: Attitudes

After considering whether LEA's accomplished the
thirteen training goals of the AMA, we must look at how they
view their accomplishments. Attitudes expressed about various
planning activities at the Hamilton, New York training site

41An example can be drawn from ELEA #2: "Identify
seventh grade students reading below sixth grade level on
standard achievement test."

42An example can be drawn from ELEA #4: "By June
1972, 7th and 10th grade students will demonstrate the
ability to accept a new school environment as measured by
appropriate means."
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foreshadow the future development of the team planning
process after participants returned to their organization.

Attitudinal data for this section is divided into
four basic areas:

A. Development of Organizational Mission and
Objectives

B. Mobilization of Organizational Planning

C. Top Management Support for Planning

D. Credibility of the Planning Process

Data was gathered from participating LEA's through
questionnaires alone. In displaying questionnaire data
within each area, two comments will be provided:

1. Questionnaire Item: The statement in the
questionnaire to which a response was given
on a scale of (1) not at all to (7) very often.

2. Points of Time: For each item the time in
which it was administered will be indicated
(Ti = Fall 1970; T2 = Spring 1971; T3 = Fall
1971; and T4 = Spring 1972).

In most cases, training effects were determined on
the basis of a T1 -T4 comparison. The research team is most
confident of these conclusions. However, due to recent
additions of questionnaire items, it was sometimes necessary
to assign effects after a T3-T4 comparison alone. While
the absence of Tl-T2 data counseled cautious interpretations,
we are certain our decisions were valid. This is especially
true where we obtained organizational documents to support
other analysis. Furthermore, the T3-T4 comparisons also
include Control LEA's which were not included in Tl-T2.
The presence of such multiple measures provides double
coverage on many items. For these reasons, we felt justified
in attributing positive effects, no effects, or negative
effects on T2-T4 as well as Tl-T4 comparisons.

Only the Experimental LEA's responded in Tl and T2.
In T3 and T4, two Control LEA's were added to the analysis.
Therefore, most T3-T4 comparisons include Experimental and
Control LEA's. The single exception to this occurs on items
which were designed to measure attitudes toward AMA's role
in the training. Since questions about the AMA could not
be asked of organizations which did not participate in the
program, the Control LEA's were not asked to respond to them.
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A. Development of Organizational Mission and Objectives

Seven perspectives on the question of defining
organizational missions and objectives are provided by
seven questionnaire items:

1. The goals of this organization are articulated

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4

2. Our goals are realistic and attainable with
our best efforts.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4

3. The top priority objectives for state educa-
tion are clear to me.

Points of Time: T3, T4

4. I feel that the objectives developed during
AMA training reflect the most serious and
pressing needs of state education.

Points of Time: T3, T4

LEA's: EL1, EL2, EL3, EL4
As this pertains specifically to AMA train-
ing it was not asked in the Control LEA's
(CL1 and CL2)

5. As I see it, the operational priorities of
the objectives developed during AMA training
are clear.

Points of Time: T3, T4

LEA's: EL1, EL2, EL3, EL4
As this pertains specifically to AMA training
it was not asked in the Control LEA's (CL1
and CL2)

6. ''trThLvaIa_._srhekindsofthizndoinwillmakea
long term contribution to education.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4

7. As I see it, my organization is moving in the
right direction.

Points of Time: T3, T4
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3 The top priority objectives for
state education are clear to me.

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

111
SSD D

1.128
InIMMIMMETNIIMMI

RIELLIKSB9 4 4.000 1.167
.1:

s

. WORM
182

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col,
xperimental LEA#2 Row
Experimental LEA#3W/ Col
Experimental LEA#4 Row
Experimental LEA
ontrol LEA #1

IW Col.

Row
Experimental LEA#2W/ Col
Control LEA #1 Row
Experimental LEA#3WiTa.
Control LEA #2 Row
Experimental LEAt4W7Col.
Control LEA #2 Row

33 4.363

166

T3 G T4

F Signif.

0.084 NS
0.937 NS
0.647 NS

NS
0.000

NS
0.431 NS
1.186
0.115

STS

NS
0.014 NS
0.101 NS

gs---0.745
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Items 4 I feel that the objectives developed during AMA
training reflect the most serious and pressing
needs of state education.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

N

Experimental LEA #1 32

SD N

5.843 0.919 31 5.806
SD
1.077

Experimental LEA #2 31

Experimental LEA #3

Experimental LEA #4 22
Total

Two-Way Analysis of
Variance

5.612 1.40 32 5.593
21 5.000
26 5.076

1.240
1.483
1.622

111

T
3

& T
4

Experimental LEA#1 W/
xperimental LEA#2
Experimental LEA#3 W/
Experimental LEA#4

F Signif.

Col. 0.018 NS
Row
Col.

1.,123

1.120
NS
NS

Row 0.715 NS
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As I see it, the operational priorities of the
objectives developed during AMA training are clear.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

SD SD

Experimental LEA #1 32 6.000 0.879 3. 5.838 1.067

Experimental LEA #2 31 5.483 1.338 32 5.531 1.319

Experimental LEA #3 24 4_cnn 1.793 21

Experimental LEA #4 29 4.827_1,554
..952 ,1.283

26 1.692 1.691
11E 111

Two-Way Analysis of T
3

T
4

Variance

F Signif.

Experimental LEAH W/ Col. 0.075 NS

Experimental LEA#2 3.927 .05
Experimental LEA#3 W/ ol. 0.241 NS
Experimental LEA#4 Row 0.010 NS
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Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1, The pals of this organization are articu-
lated, is a comparison of Experimental LEA #1 (EL1) with
Experimental LEA #2 (EL2) and Experimental LEA #3 (EL3)
with Experimental LEA #4 (EL4). Absence of any Control
LEA prompts caution about ascribing training effects to
the AMA program. But an analysis of the data reveals that
the goals of all four Experimental LEA'S were less articu-
lated in Spring 1971, after training had ended, than they
had been in Fall 1970, before training had begun. In
neither comparison was there any difference between the
LEA's but EL2 did decline much more sharply than the rest.
And since this decline was significant, negative training
effects can be attributed to EL2. The losses in goal
articulation in the other LEA's were insufficient to
warrant similar action.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Except for EL2, the AMA program had no effect on
the LEA's between Spring 1971 and Fall 1971. In contrast
to the preceding period, all four groups increased the
degree to which they felt their goals were articulated.
These increases were similar enough not to produce any
differences; no LEA saw the goals as significantly more
articulated than other LEAs. However, the rise in per-
ceived goal clarity was a major change for EL2. So
instead of being adversely affected by training as was
true in Tl-T2, EL2's level of goal articulation was raised
by the AMA program.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The addition of Control LEA #1 (CL1) and Concrol
LEA #2 (CL2) to each set of comparisons will strengthen our
appraisal of results of the AMA change strategy. Review-
ing events in the LEA's between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972,
we cannot attribute any effects of training. EL1 held
their advantage over EL2 and also sensed that their goals
were more articulated than their corresponding Control LEA
(CL1). Other than that, no difference between, or changes
among, the LEA's can be ascribed to their Hamilton
experiences.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Our overall assessment considers change on a Fall
1970 to Spring 1972 basis. Studying these time frames, it
is evident that EL3 perceives a higher level of articulation
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for their goals than EL4 perceives for theirs; although
EL3's goals are less articulated after training than before,
while EL4's are more articulated. The absence of any
definite shifts over time though preclude any assignment
of effects to either group. Both EL1 and EL2 enhanced
goal articulation since training ended; yet EL2's advance
was considerably less than ELl's. For that reason, we
conclude that AMA was responsible for positive training
effects in EL1.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

The degree to which The goals are realistic and
attainable with our best efforts is Item 02 in this section.
Here we contrast the two Experimental LEA's in each state
directly, without a control group. On account of this,
our analysis will be less straightforward during this period
than it might have peen with a control group. One clear
development is that all LEA's perceived their goals to be
less realistic and attainable after training than before.
The extent to which AMA can be held accountable for this
decline, however, is limited to EL1 and EL2 which both
experienced similar significant reductions. Neither EL3
nor EL4 diminished their evaluations enough to make any
decisions on training effects on those organizations.

Item 02: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The situation in T2-T3 was altogether different.
AMA could be credited with positive effects in the four
Experimental LEA's. Not only did each consider its goals
significantly more realistic in the Fall than in the
previous Spring but also more realistic than in the Fall
of 1970, before training began. These T2-T3 enlargements
in felt goal feasibility more than made up for the decreases
reported In the immediate post-training period. Of the
four groups, EL1 registered the best feeling, although m
experienced most growth over time.

Item 02: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The Tl-T2 pattern reasserted itself during this
time as the LEA's again dropped in their estimation of
their goals. However, these losses were not significant
and cannot be attributed to any effects of AMA training.
This no-effects conclusion is reinforced by additional
comparisons with the Control LEA's. EL1 and EL2 were not
different from nor did they change relative to, CL1; the
same was true for EL3 and EL4 as against CL2. There were
no effects due to implementation of the AMA program in any
LEA's.
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Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Only in EL1 and EL2 could any effects be linked to
the training experience. Based on a Fall 1970 to Spring
1972 evaluation, we held that training helped shape EL1
and EL2's goals, making them more realistic and attainable.
While EL3 and EL4 also increased over this period,
modifications in those two organizations were insignificant;
nothing in their cases can be credited to, or blamed upon,
AMA.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #3, The top priority objectives for state
education are clear to me, is another aspect of the develop-
ment of organizational mission and objectives. Reactions
to this statement were invited from the Experimental LEA's
and the Control LEA's covering the period Fall 1971 to
Spring 1972. EL1, EL2, EL3, and EL4 showed diminished
awareness of state educational priorities while CL1 and
CL2 intensified their awareness. Nevertheless all these
changes were not enough to register significant difference
among the LEA's. No training effects can be attributed to
AMA on the clarity of top state educational objectives to
local school officials in either State.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

I feel that the objectives developed during AMA
training reflect the most serious and pressing. needs of
state education, Item #4, could only address the LEA's which
had undergone AMA training; no control group was possible.
It was also restricted to a T3-T4 comparison. Increases and
decreases in felt applicability of objectives to needs were
uniform within each State. There was a slight extension
of relevance in EL3 and EL4 and a small reduction in EL1 and
EL2. Neither was substantial; each was about the same in
the Spring as it had been the previous Fall. Hence no
effects were present in the LEA's as a result of the program.

Item 05: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #5 asks respondents to indicate their under-
standing of priorities among their own organizational
objectives: As I see it, the operational priorities of
the ob'ectives develo ed durin NIA trainin' are clear.
EL s react on was -zn matches w th EL2; and what EL3
thought about this variable was compared to EL4. An
analysis of the results of these comparisons revealed that
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(1) EL1 and EL4 encountered a net loss of clarity while
EL2 and EL3 reported a minimal gain; (2) a significantly
lower degree of priority understanding appeared in EL2
than in EL1. In spite of these developments, none
constituted an effect of training. The AMA planning process
did not clarify LEA priorities.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #6 asks whether organizations feel The kinds of
things I am doing will make a long term contribution to
education as a consequence of AMA training. We can make only
weak causal connections between training and subsequent
effects due to the absence of Control LEA's during this,
and the next, time period. Looking at the LEA's pre- and
post-training, we found statistically significant change
in EL1 and EL2; this change was a downward movement in per-
ceived importance of their activities. EL3 and EL4 also
minimized the importance of their work but not significantly.
While all four Experimental LEA's believed what they were
doing to be less worthwhile after training than before;
only EL1 and EL2's decline was substantial. We can attribute
training effects only to EL1 and EL2, and these effects were
negative.

Item #6: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

No effects could be measured in EL3 and EL4 during
the Spring 1571 to Fall 1971 period. These Experimental LEA's
enhanced their felt importance but not enough to produce
significant change. EL1 and EL2 showed sizable improvement
in this variable over time; the AMA program can be credited
with a positive effect.

Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The addition of the Control Group for each paired
Experimental LEA makes our conclusions more valid. It also
provides multiple measurements for our findings of no
effects of AMA training T3-T4. None of the Experimental
groups differed from their Control group; neither was EL1
different from EL2 or EL3 different from EL4. Furthermore,
none of the LEA's changed significantly between Fall 1971
and Spring 1972. As a result, no training effects were
shown on this variable in this period.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Our lengthiest temporal comparison merely reinforces
this view. Between Fall 1970 and Spring 1971 the Experimental
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LEA's were relatively stable in their concept of how much
they were contributing to education. FL1 and EL4 declined
somewhat while EL2 and EL3 each enhanced their positive
feelings about their work. In no case however, were these
changes very impressive, one way or the other, nor did any
apparent differences arise between the States. Based on
this data, the research team discerns no effects of AMA
training.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #7, As I see it, my organization is moving in

the right direction, is the last variable in this section.
In general, the experimental LEA's reacted to it similarly
over time; all but one felt less agreement with their
organizational direction in the Spring of 1972 than in the
Fall of 1971. The exception, EL2, showed miniscule
improvement. Neither decreases nor increases were signifi-
cant. Bringing the Control groups into the analysis does
not modify this trend. In comparison with CL1, ru and
EL2 did not change greatly T3-T4, nor were they very differ-
ent. The same relationship and result characterizes EL3
and EL4 with CL2. It follows that no training effects can
be assigned to the AMA program in this area.

DATA STMARY
Development of Organizational

Mission & Objectives

Fall, 1970 - Spring,1972

Type of Data

Item QUESTIONNAIRE

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No
Effect Effect

Negative
Effect

1 The goals of this organiza-
tion are articulated. EL1

2 Our goals are realistic and
attainable with our best
efforts. EL1,FL2

3 The top priority objectives
for state education are
clear to me.

4 I feel that the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing reflect the most serious
and Pressing needs of state
education.

5 As I see it, the organiza-
tional priorities of the
objectives developed during
AMA training are clear.

EL2,EL3,
EL4

EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4



6 The kinds of
doing will mi
contribution

7 As I see it,
is moving in
direction.
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things I am
Ike a long term
to education.

my organization
the right

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

Three instances in the data indicated positive effects
attributable to AMA training. EL1 experienced two such posi-
tive effects, an increase in the extent to which people saw
goals as being articulated and an increase in the degree
to which the organization's goals were thought realistic.
EL2 also experienced an increase in the realism attributed
to its goals.

In all other instances (25), however, there were no
significant effects (positive or negative) on the attitudes
of the personnel in the EL's as a result of training. Atti-
tudes about priorities, objectives developed during AMA
training, and the directions of their organizations remained
static over the period of this study. EL3 & 4 also failed
to report any clarification of their goals.

As a general rule, the data indicates higher mean
scores for EL's 1 & 2 than for EL's 3 & 4.

The addition of the Control LEA's in the T3-T4 compari-

sons indicates no statistically important difference on any
of the five items in which they appear. The one exception
to this is a significant row variance in Item #1 between FL1
and Control 1. ELI was statistically different from the
Control; here it had much higher mean scores than those of

the Control 1.

In summary, these items indicate that the AMA training

seemed to have no overall effect (with the three exceptions
of positive effects noted) on personnel attitudes in the EL's
concerning organizational Mission and Objectives.

B. Mobilization of Organizational Planning

Here we assess attitudes toward steps that must be

taken to "gear up" for the planning process. Clarity of
organizational policy from which plans can grow, existence
of performance standards, assistance provided by a planning
unit, and evaluation methods used to measure the quality,
of what has been done are issues to be addressed in this

section. The questionnaire items used were:
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1. Fly organization's policy statements are clear.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4

2. My organization's performance standards are
understood.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4

3. Good ways are used to let mn know how I can
improve my performance.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4

4. I understand what results must be produced to
achieve the stated objectives of this organi-
zation.

Points of Time: T3, T4

5. The planning unit has been helpful to me.

Points of Time: T3, T4

6. I have good ways for knowing how good our
results are.

Points of Time: T1, T2, T3, T4

7. My organization has reliable ways for knowing
how well'It is attaining its objectives.

Points of Time: T3, T4

8. I think that the ob'ectives develo ed durin
AMA training are clearly stated with regard
to results expected.

Points of Time: T3, T4

LEA's: ELI, EL2, EL3, EL4
As this pertains specifically to AMA training
it was not asked in the Control LEA's (CL1 and
CL2)
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Item 4
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I understand what results must be
produced to achieve the stated
objectives of this organization.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

32

SD

11113MME1111111111117111
Limminesimmall

SD

855

24 9_45R 0.931 23 5.043
29 5.517 _94_9 I _21_ 5.1t,5

5.566 Go. I II

. IMIREVIIMMT215#1111110MINEDEMO
182 166

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

& T
4

F Signif.

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col
Experimental LEA#2 Row

xperimental LEA#3W/ Col
LEA#4 Row

ExperimentalExperimental LEA#1Wi'Col
pontrol LEA #1 _Row

Experimental LEA#2W/ Col
LEA #1 Row

ExperimentalExperimental LEA#3W Col

Control LEA #2 Row

Experimental LEA #4WT
Control LEA #2

Col
Row

0,415 NS
0.207 NS
2.227 NS
0.160 NS
1.853 NS
5.366 .05

1.114 NS
2.620 NS
3.021 NS
1.385 NS
0.806 NS
0.084 1:2
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Item 5 The Planning unit has been help-
ful to me.

Fall; 1971

T3

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1 30

Control LEA #2
Total

SD

Spring, 1972

T4

3 2 5.843 0.954 31
311 5.516 11.338 32
24 5.166 1.651, 22

p9(1 s_lin i_cAl 25

18 166

SD

5.709 1.006
5.218 1.263
5._090 1.269
4.760 1.535
5.500 1.357

Q.62 1.604

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

& T
4

F

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col
$ xperimental LEA#2 Row

Experimental LEA#3W/ Col
Experimental LEA#4 Row
Experimental LEA#1W/Col
pontrol LEA #1 Row
Experimental LEA#2W/ Col
Control LEA #1 Row

1.104
3.977
1.039
0.093
0.362

0.060
0.092

Experimental LEAff3W/ Col 0.243
Control LEA #2 Row 9.323
Experimental LEA#4WrCo1 i 1.528
Control LEA #2 Row I 8.285

Signif.

NS
.05
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
.01
NS
.01
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My organization has reliable ways
for knowing how well it is attain-

ing its objectives.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

N SD

32 5.531 07 7
: I Inni=

II IFIIIIIMINN1111Orall
EMI EllLT+M

10 4.966
A AAA

_410
7c_7

2O 4.750 l 1.446
IL 747

182

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

Experimental LEA#1W/
Pxperimental LEA#2
experimental LEA#3W/

Experimental

LEA#4

Experimental LEON/
Control LEA #1
pxperimental LEA#2W/

'Coll

Experimental

LEA #1 Row,

Experimental LEA#3W/a
Control LEA #2
Experimental LEA#4W Col.

Control LEA #2 Row

coil

Row
Col,

Row
Col
,Row,

Col.

Row

166

T
3

& T
4

F Signif.

1.863 NS
5.621 .05
1.870 NS
14.999 .001
0.365 NS
7.452 .01
0.065 NS
0.562 NS
1.415 NS

13.392 .001
1.302 NS
0.548 NS
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Item 8 1 think that the objectives developed during AMA-
training are clearly stated with regard to results

expected.

Fall, 1971

T3

Experimental LEA #1

Experimental LEA #2

Experimental LEA #3

Experimental LEA #4
Total

N
,32

31

24
.Z9

Two-Way Analysis of
Variance

116

I
6.187
5.709

4.916
4.793

Spring, 1972

T4

SD
0.820

1.442

N
31

7A
5.903

SD
1.075

2.083
1.820

32

22
26

T
3

& T
4

111

5.593

5.227
4.692

1.316

1.540
. : I

Experimental LEA#1 W/
_Experimental LEA# 2

Experimental LEA#3 W/
Experimental LEA#4

F Signif.

Col.

Row

0.896
3.467

NS
NS

Col. 0.082 NS
Row 0.811 NS
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Item 01: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1, ff;1, organization's policy statements are
clear, is the initial variable in our analysis of the mobili-
aTEn of organizational planning. Each of the Experimental

LEA's shows a general downward trend. The degree to which
organization members considered their policy statements
clear diminished over time; clarity was greater before train-
ing than afterward. In EL1 and EL2 this reduction was
sizable; in the others not nearly so great. Thus the NA can
be held responsible for this negative training effect in FL1
and EL2. The lack of a control group again made judgments
more tentative than they might have been. Our conclusion
would have been strengthened had we been able to comvare
changes in the Experimental LEA's with comparable Control
LEA's which did not receive any training. Yet the declines
in EL1 and EL2 are more than adequately severe to warrant
assignment of negative impact without the addition of
Control groups.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The negative effects determined Tl-T2 were reversed by
subsequent developments T3-T4, at least in EL1. That organi-
zation felt considerably better about their policy pronounce-
ments during this period, and this positive direction can be
credited, to the AMA. No major change was apparent for E2
since their increased average score was negated by a greater
inotability and breakdown of consensus (as evidenced by the
increases in the SD column). Clarity also intensified in
EL3 and EL4 to significant lev'ls; and this was attributed
to thd AMA program. Therefore, positive training effects
occurred in EL1, EL3, and EL4.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Substantial differences opened between several Experi-
mental LEA's between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. EL1 believed
its statements more understandable than EL2; EL3 enjoyed a
similar advantage over EL4. When we brought the Control
LEA's into the analysis, EL1 and EL3 maintained their superior-
ity. EL surpassed CL1 and EL3 bested CL2 in perceived clarity.
Despite this, we found it impossible to attach any effects
to the training that all received. The addition of the Con-
trol groups buttressed our argument in this regard.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

No investigation of training effects would be complete
without a direct comparison between pre- and post-training
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statement clarity: Such a study was made between the Fall
of 1370 and the Spring of 1172 and revealed that training
had no effect on any of the Experimental LEA's. Each felt
similarly clear about their policy stataments a year after
training as they had before training.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1171

Item #2 is My organization's performance standards
are understood. Each of the LEAs wno had enrolled in MIL
training were asked to respond to this statement before train-
ing and again immediately afterward. Their answers recalled
that following their Hamilton experience they were more
confused about standards to assess performance. The reduced
compr0onsion was relatively minor in EL3, EL4 but not in EL1
and EL2, where the decrease were significant. For that reason
we conclude that what happened in EL1 and EL2 was due to the
ALA process and represents a negative effect of training.

Item #2: Spring 1171 to Fall 1971

Positive training effects were reported during 1371.
Both EL1 and PL2 recouped a sizable portion of their earlier
losses. Their joint comeback was substantiated and can be
credited to AMA. ELl's reverse was especially impressive
since their rising average score (as evidenced by the
column) was accompanied by a falling standard deviation (as
evidenced by the SD column) which meant less diversity of
opinion and greater consensus about this largely favorable
effect of training. The same cannot be said for EL3 and
EL4; no major changes or differences occurred there.

Item 02: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The Experimental LEA's all indicated diminishing
understanding of performance standards T3-T4; although these
reductions were not significant enough to ascribe any train-
ing effect. Another measurement was available here due to
the presence of Control groups for each pair of Experimental
groups. Their addition to the evaluation did not change the
original finding of no training effects. Even when matched
with an appropriate control, none of the LEA's indicated
major changes. Our no effects judgment was thus reinforced.

Item f2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The most powerful test of training effects is to look
at how well performance standards were understood in the Fall
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of 1970 and then to compare these findings with those
gathered in the Spring of 1972. Such a longitudinal study
allowed us to differentiate between training effects which
had some permanence and those which were transitory. Our
audit indicated negative training effects in EL2, EL3 and
EL4, and no effects in EL1. The first three organizations
endured substantial declines in their understanding of
performance standards, while understanding in EL1 remained
stable over the four periods.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #3, Good ways are used to let me know how I can
improve my performance, was asked of the four Experimental
LEA's in Fail 1(170 and Spring 1971. Lacking a Control group
for comparison purposes, we must exercise caution in our
interpretation but assignment of effects were still possible.
In fact, effects were assigned in the cases of EL1 and EL2.
Both organizations felt substantially worse about performance-
related communication after training than before, a negative
impact of training. The other organizations, EL3 and EL4,
maintained their pre-training opinions through the immediate
post-training period.

Item 13: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Positive training effects occurred in the LEA's during
the Spring to Fall 1971 period. EL1 /EL2 and EL3/EL4 all
registered considerable increases in their attitudes toward
means of assisting performance. It follows that AMA can be
credited with positively affecting this variable.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Expressed feelings about ways to improve performance
stabilized T3-T4. This leveling off had two bases of proof:
a comparison of one Experimental group with another (EL1 and
EL2) and a comparison of Experimental groups with a Control
group (EL1 and CL1). Both sets of calculations arrived at
the same conclusion: no effects of training in any of the
four LEA's who took tho team planning process at Hamilton.
None of them changed sufficiently over time to justify any
other assignment of effects.

Item 03: Fall 1970 to Spring 1272

One of the advantagesof a Tl-T4 comparison is the
ability to see how variables perform over the long term.
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Whatever effects might be registered in interim periods, EL3
and EL4 show no effects of AMA training. EL3 raised its
opinions of performance feedback while a slight decrease
turned up in EL4. On the other hand, EL1 and EL2 made sub-
stantial gains and increased levels of consensus that good
means were used to transmit performance data. For this reason
AMA can be assigned a positive training effect in EL1 and EL2.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #4 is I understand what results must be produced
to achieve the stated objectives of this organization. Com-
parisons were made between the Experimental groups and two
Control groups. Weaker understanding of expected results was
shown in every Experimental LEA between Fall 1971 and Spring
1972. In the case of ELl/CL1, persons in the Experimental
group had significantly more understanding than their Control
counterparts. But none of the Experimental LEA's modified
their comprehension significantly over time. Results were as
clear T4 as they had been T3. For this reason, no training
effect could be ascribed to the AMA program.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #5, The Planning unit has been helpful to me,
seeks information on contributions made by the unit or indi-
vidual assigned planning responsibilities in the LEA's. In
comparing LEA's within the same State against each other
(EL1 with EL2 and EL3 with EL4) we found that every planning
unit met with declining appreciation of its work. These
declines were not at significant levels, however, and no
training effects can be determined. This appraisal is made
more valid by comparing Experimental with Control groups not
receiving training. In every case where differences were
substantial, the Experimental LEA was helped more by its
planning unit than the Control LEA was by theirs. There were
no significant changes over time (represented by the Signifi-
cance column), which accounts for the absence of training
effects. Differences among the organizations were comparable
during both periods.

Item 06: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

The evaluation system used to measure the quality of
LEP educational output was the subject of Item 06, I have
ood ways for knowin how ood our results are. Despite the
tact t at al Exper mental LEA s thou t the r evaluation
methods after training were inferior to those used before
training, their attitudes did not deteriorate so much as to
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make a major pre- post-training difference. In fact,
declines were so slight that statistical analysis considers
them insignificant. No differences existed between the
Experimental groups during the Tl-T2 transition. AMA train-
ing cannot be assigned any positive or negative effects for
any of these organizations.

Item #6: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The across-the-board reductions which occurred during
Tl-T2 did not reoccur in 1271. All school districts which
participated in the team planning process at Hamilton had
higher opinion of their evaluation methods. As far as EL1
and EL2 are concerned, the rise was rather steep and could
be the result of AMA training. Increases reported in the
other Experimental LEA's were not training effects since the
change over time was insignificant.

Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Here our confidence that instruments administered for
this study are accurately measuring training effects is
appreciably greater. For besides the direct Experimental
group/Experimental group comparisons, we also examined data
generated by Experimental group/Control group comparisons.
Both kinds of comparisons reached approximately the same
final judgment: no effects of training were evident between
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. Neither the Experimental LEA's
nor their control counterparts showed significant increases
or decreases to warrant attribution of training effects.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

On an overall assessment, the AMA program cannot be
credited with any training effects. Although EL1, EL2, and
EL3 had a more favorable opinion of their ways for assessing
how good their results were in the Spring of 1272 than they
had before training, in Fall 1970 this growth was too incon-,
sequential to come from training. EL4 met with less success;
persons in their organization declined in their evaluation
methods over the 18-month evaluation program. Here again,
change was slight and thus not a training effect.

Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #7, My organization has reliable wags for knowing
hob'ectivesqv, also attempts to
measure att to es towar eevaluation system. It was
applied to the four Experimental Ian's and two Control LEA's
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between Fall 1971 and Spriong 1972. Analysis reveals that
none of the differences between T3-T4 were the result of
training. While more reliable ways for evaluating objective
attainment are present in EL1 than in FL2, in EL3 than in EL4,
in EL1 than in CL1, and in EL3 than in CL2, no difference is
large enough to indicate corresponding changes over time in
any of these organizations. Changes between T3-T4 were the
key test of training effects since simple differences between
LEA's can be the same before and after training. However,
since no significant changes occurred, no training effects
can be shown. The AMA program had no measurable impact on
this aspect of local educational evaluation.

Item #8: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

As a statement relevant only to those organizations
involved in the AVA training program, Item #8, I think that
the ob'ectives develo ed durin AMA training are clearl
stated w th regard to results ex?ecte , was posed on y to
the Experimental LEA's. Not having an untrained Control
group with which to compare results complicated analysis.
What we found was that there were no differences between
the Experimental organizations or within any organizations
over time. Each had the same feeling about objectivB clarity
in the Spring of 1972 as they had in the Fall of 1971.
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DATA SUMMARY

Mobilization of
Organizational Planning

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

QUESTIONNAIREItem

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 My organization's policy
statements are clear.

2 My organization's perfor-
mance standards are clear.

3 Good ways are used to let
me know how I can improve
my performance.

4 I understand what results
must be produced to achieve
the stated objectives of
this organization.

5 The planning unit has been
helpful to me.

6 I have good ways for knowing
how good our results are.

7 My organization has reliable
ways for knowing how well it
is achieving its objectives.

'El I think that the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing are clearly stated with
regard to results expected.

EL1,EL2
EL3 ,EL4

EL2,
EL1 EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3 ,EL4

There were two instances of positive and three of
negative effects related to AMA training in this data about
the implementation of the planning process. In twenty-
seven instances, no effects emerged.

EL1 and EL2 both showed positive effects of training
on Item #3. There were significant improvements in both
EL's in the amount oi feedback to staff from superiors or
supervisors.
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At the same time, negative training effects appear
in EL2, 3 and 4 about performance standards. This is not
surprising as it follows a pattern in the SED's and refle .ts
the limited treatment of performance standards in the plans
produced during AKA training.

The rest of the data in this secticn follows the
pattern established in the previous section. The majority
of items indicate no effects, attitudes remaining unchanged
over the course of this evaluation.

A few statistically significant changes do occur
when the EL's are compared with the CL's. In all cases,
however, these differences appear as row variances and indi-
cate only that a statistical difference exists between the
agencies being compared. Although we must carefully interpret
all comparisons involving the Control LEA's because we have
no pre-training data, the absence of significant differences
over time between the EL's and the CL's supports the overall
conclusion that with only two exceptions, no positive effect
of training is shown on these items.

C. Top Management Support for Planning

Crucial to the AMA's training design was that top
management support the planning process. The following six
items were designed to obtain the perceptions of organiza-
tional participants on how firmly the process had been sup-
ported and how that support may have changed over time.

1. My manager makes it clear that he is committed
to the success of our projects.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4

2. My manager has expressed the belief that the
AMA's training program has been helpful.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4

LEA's: EL1, EL2, EL3, EL4
As this pertains specifically to AMA training
it was not asked in the Control LEA's (CL1 and
CL2)

3. My manager understands planning theory and is
able to put It Into practice.

Points of Time: T3, T4
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4. IJ2V4(ML2EY:IAMIIIrlail"rtleacleite....__,....7r111
gstra3.m.ntodonceect3.ve.

Points of Time: T3, T4

5. I feel good about my manager's ability to plan.

Points of Time: T3, T4

6. 1ZEMa1er...anmr0.s.3...31"l112211EIEEEt
to per orm my Jo .

Points of Time: T3, T4
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Item

263

3 My manager understands planning
theory and is able to put it into
practice.

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3"
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall, 1971

T3

X SD N

Sprirg, 1972

T4

32
11 5.806_ 1 222 12
24 5.833 0.816 23
29 5.482 183 27
11-,-5.931-11.1a02 0
in c 777 1 An6 31

182 166

7 SD

I :
q_750 1_n77
5.391 1.117
4.851 1.725
5.550 1.276
c_1A1 1.185

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T3 & T4

F Signif.

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col, 0.907 NS
Pxperimental LEA#2 Row 1.8.09 NS
Experimental LEA#3WLala 4.562 .05
experimental LEA#4 Row 3.139 NS
xperimental LEA#1W/aCol. 3.293 NS

Control LEA #1 ,Row 3.335 NE;

Experimental LEA#2W/ Col 1.028 NS
pontrol LEA #1 Row 0.028 NS
Experimental LEA#3W Col. 1.093 N S
Control LEA #2 Row 3.059 NS
Experimental LEA#4W Col. 1.738 NS
Control LEA #2 Row 0.008 NS
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Item 4 I believe my organization gives
me adequate training to do my work
effectively.

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3 ",24
Experimental LEA #4 2

Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

32

30

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

T3 T4

X SD N X SD

6.093 0 8 . 0.998
surnsrvio mints'

5.625
4,965
5.433

0.824
1.63
1
1.45

5.521
4.851
5.750

0.897
1.511
0.966

L82 166

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

& T
4

F Signif.

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col
Pxperimental LEA#2 Row
Experimental LEA#3W/ Col
Experimental LEA#4 Row
Experimental LEA#1W/'Col.
pontrol LEA #1 Row
Experimental LEA#2W/ Col.
Control LEA #3 Row

Experimental LEA#314 Col.

Control LEA #2 Row
Experimental LEA#4WrCol
Control LEA #2 Row

0.294
6.062
0.177
6.657
0.008
2.877
0.736
0.708
0.004
3.071
0.005
1.014

NS
.05

NS
.01
NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
NS
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Item 5 I feel good about my manager's
ability to plan.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3"
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

X

32

SD

6.437 0719,
11 6.000
24 5.875
29 6.724
10 6.366
16 5.805
182

11 6.290 0.863
1.341_ 32
0.899., 23
1_10_6_ 27

5 9nA
5.347
5.444

1.066 20 6_95n
1.49Q, 33 6.000

166

1.117
1.335
1.648
0.716
0.935

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T3 & T4

F Si nif.

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col.
Pxperimental LEA#2 Row
Experimental LEA#3W/ Col,
Experimental L9A#4 Row
Experimental LEA#1W/TOI.
pontrol LEA #1 Row
Experimental LEA#2W/ Col.
pontrol LEA #1 Row
Experimental LEA#3W1Eol.
Control LEA #2 Row
Experimental LEA 'Col.

Control LEA #2 Row

0.425 NS
4.949 (lc

2.313 NS
0.010 NS
0.638 NS
0.113 NS
0.242 NS
2.766 NS
0.542 NS
1.665 NS
0.030 NS
1.721 NS



Item

266

6 My manager provides me with adequate
support to perform my job.

Fall, 1971

T3

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

N 7

32 6.500
,11

24
_9.709
9_916

30 5.966
16 ,S.$161

182

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T3 &

Spring, 1972

T4

SD SD

0.508, 31 6.419 0.672
1.395 32 5.843 1.080
0.974 23 ..5L711244142.

.

1.351, 20 6.050 0.998
1.457 13 5.787 1.139

166

T4

F Signif.

Experimental LEA#1W/SllyJL023 NS_
Pxperimental LEA#2 Row 15.428 .001

Experimental LEA#3W/ 1.3 NS
Experimental LEA#4 Row 2.071 NS
Experimental LEA#1W Col. 0.000 NS
pontrol LEA #1 Row 6 471 05
Experimental LEA#2W/ Col. 0.210 NS

Experimental

#1 Row 0.956 NS
Experimental LEA#3W Col. 0 s 195 NS
Control LEA #2 Row 0.011 NS
Experimental LEA Col 1.981 NS
Control LEA #2 Rowl 1.920 NS
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Item 01: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1, My manager makes it clear that he is com-
mitted to the success of out projects, is the first variable
to be considered in our study of Top Management Support
for Planning. None of the Experimental LEA's differed
significantly from each other, either before or immediately
after training. But regarding change in managerial commit-
ment within each organization, a considerable reduction was
noted in EL1. From showing the highest level of commitment
before training, EL1 dropped to the lowest immediately after
training. A fall of such magnitude was ascribed to a nega-
tive effect of training. EL2, EL3, and EL4 also dropped in
this regard; however, they did not decline nearly so much
as EL1, nor could we measure any influence of the process at
Hamilton.

Item 01: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

In every Experimental group, managers became much
more committed to project success between Spring and Fall of
1971. Major increases on this variable produced a positive
training effect in EL1, EL2, EL3, and EL4. The most impressive
comeback occurred in EL1; this observation has almost appeared
standard operating procedure for that group in .2-T3 compari-
sons. They were highest in Tl; dropped to lowest in T2;
and now have climbed back to the summit of the list. This
is particularly surprising considering that EL1 was able to
regain its Tl position at a time when their "competition"
Wa8 also registering sizable increases in expressed managerial
support.

Item 41: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The upward trends of the preceding period continued
for EL1; they also increased their lead over most of the
field. By contrast to EL2 and CL1, they had a significant
advantage in managerial support for projects. There were
no other changes or differences, and thc. rise observed in
was insignificant. Thus, even considering the Control groups,
about the same commitment was recorded in Fall 1971 as in
Spring 1972. Under these circumstances, no training effects
can be assigned.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An overall evaluation of what the AMA program
accomplished must compare the observed support for projects
before training with current levels of support. Such a Fall
1970 to Spring 1972 comparison is the best basis on which
to assess the influence of AMA change strategies. The
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evalution reveals that no training effects existed in any
of the organizations; none of then changed over time to a
degree sufficient to justify any causal connection of change
to the AMA training experience.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

'Item #2, My manager has expressed the belief that the
AMA's training program has been helpful, pertains only to
Experimental LEA's. Comparing statements by managers in
these organizations before and after they went up to Hamilton
provides some evidence of training effects. EL3 and EL4
experienced positive effects from being trained in planning
by AMA; both showed gains in favorable attitudes expressed
by superiors toward the AMA program. Since some occurrence
during, or closely connected with, the training process must
have made them feel this way, positive effects of training
could be attributed to EL3 and EL4. Managerial support for
the training program, on the other hand, was stable in EL1
and EL2.

Item #2: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

In this period neither EL3 nor EL4 varied their
opinions about training, nor did any significant differences
appear between them. In EL1 and EL2, substantial growth
in favorable attitudes was measured. This increase was
sufficient to claim positive training effects for both organi-
zations. No similar conclusion for EL3 and EL4 was possiblp.

Item #2: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

All of the Experimental LEA's found their managers
less supportive of the AMA program in Spring 1972 than they
had been in Fall 1971. No effects of training could be
assigned, however, due to the insignificance of this decline.
EL1 was substantially more favorable toward training than
EL2 but neither changed over time.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The ANA was credited with positive training effects
in EL3 and EL4 for t1-is period. In both, organization
managers thought the AMA program was more helpful a year
after training had ended than they had expected it to be
beforehand. No training effects occurred in EL1 and EL2
although Ea managers were much more favorably disposed
toward the AMA program than their counterparts in EL2.
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Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #3 is My manager understands planning theory and
is able to put it into practice. The four Experimental LEA's
and the Control LEA's were asked to respond to this state-
ment. Subsequent analysis indicated no training effects
except in the cases of EL3 and EL4. Both organizations
thought less of managerial competence in planning in the
Spring than they had during the preceding Fall, a decline
that constituted a negative training effect. No other compari-
son revealed differences between the groups or within one
group over time.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #4, I believe my organization gives me adequate
training to do my work effectively, was applicable between
the Fall of 1971 and the Spring of 1972. The status of in-
service training was higher in EL1 than in EL2, while EL3
thought more highly of their in-service program than EL4 did.
Despite these differences between Experimental LEA's, no
difference was considerable enough to create a change over
time, i.e., disparities in the Fall continued into the Spring
at nearly the same relative levels. Addition of the control
groups did not alter this impression; Experimental /Control
comparisons revealed no differences or changes in the quality
of in-service training made available to members of those
organizations. On account of this prevailing similarity,
the AMA was not responsible for any training effects in
trainee LEA's.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The effect of MA training on managerial support for
planning was also measured by an analysis of reactions to
Item #5, I feel good about my manager's ability to elan.
All organizations encountered minor decreases in this area
between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. But in T3, EL1 felt
best about superiors' competence in planning and this high
position carried into T4. EL2 also showed much less corci-
dence in this managerial skill than EL1 had shown in their
managers. Aside from these secondary considerations, no
difference existed between EL3/EL4 and none c the Experi-
mental LEA's modified their opinions over time. The absence
of change was not reversed by evaluation of the Control
LEA'S. Comparisons between the Experimental LEA's, which
received training, and the Control LEA's, which did not,
reveals no differences or chimges. It follows from this
evidence that the AMA cannot be responsible for any train-
ing effects.
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Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #6, My manager srovides me with adequate support
to perform my 16, is the final variable in this section.
Except -tor EL2, the Experimental LE7.'s all showed slight
decreases between T3-T4 in support given by superiors to
their subordinates' jobs. The small loss in EL2, however,
was not enough to avoid being significantly lower than the
support leVels measured in ELl. EL1 was also much higher
than the Control LEA in this regard. No other differences
or changes of significance were reported. The fact that both
Experimental and Control comparisons revealed no movement
either way gives us more confidence in our measurements.
Consequently, no training effects were registered in any of

the Experimental LEA's concerning job-related assistance to

subordinates.

DATA SUMMAR?

Top Manigement Support
for Planning

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

QUESTIONNAIREItem

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 My manager makes it clear he
is committed to the success
of our projects.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

2 My manager has expressed the
belief that the AMA's train- EL3,EL4 EL1,EL2
ing program has been helpful.

3 My manager understands plan-
ning theory and is able to
put it into practice.

4 I believe my organization
gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively.

5 I feel good about my manager's
ability to plan.

6 My manager provides ma with
adequate support to perform
my job.

EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4



This category of twenty-four variables shows, with
four exceptions (two positive and two n(gative), no signifi-
cant effects 2f training on top management support for plan-
ning In the Local Education Agencies.

Two positive effects were recorded in EL3 and EL4
concerning the support of top management for the AMA program.
These same school districts experienced statistically
significant drops in their mean scores in a T3-T4 comparison
concerning their managers' knowledge of planning theory.
Apparently there was increased awareness and consequently
increased frustration as a result.

Again, all the other items in this category reflect
the consistent pattern in the EL's of no training effects,
at least for m'st items.

The addition of the CL's in T3-T4 produced only two
significant Row variances in this data, indicating that
generally no differences appeared between the Experimental
EL's and the CL's.

The reader is again reminded that this data--like all
the attitudinal data--must be interpreted with caution
because we lacked a pre-test Control group. The same admoni-
tion applies to the data that appears in T3-T4 only.

Credibility of the Planning Process

The data below refer to the assumption that, in order
to be effective within the organization, the planning pro-
cess must be thought credible by it. We are interested in
how important the LEA's consider planning, and what role
the training program played in redefining that role. Four
questionnaire items address this issue.

1. As I see it, planning is an integral part of
running the state's schools.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4

2. As I see it, persons in this organizatlonolt a
lot of effort into planning.

Points of Time: T3, T4

3. N capability to lan effectivel will ositivel
a ect my future career in th s organ zat on.

Points of Time: T3, T4

4. The activities relating to planning are having an

grfect al_tEEEPAIEY-2I1121221taalEg±i
Points c Time: T3, T4
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2 As I see it, persons in this
organization put a lot of effort

into planning.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total'

5.812 0.820 32 5.500 1.135

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

*1111LTARFRIENEVAIME1113NRES111

Experimental LEA#1W/
experimental LEA#2 Row 3.571
Experimental LEA#3W/ Col 8.412 .01

Eperimental LEA#4 Row 15.454 .001

xperimental LEA#1W Col 2.565 NS
Control LEA #1 Row 4.348
Experimental LEA#2W/ Col 0.844
Control LEA #1
Experimental LEA1U3W
Control LEA #2
Experimental LEA#4W
Control LEA #2

Row
Col
Row
Col
Row

0.071
0.917
4.257
3.171
4.087

NS
NS
.05

NS
.05
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My capability to plan effectively
will positively affect my future
career in this organization.

Fall, 1971

T3

N SD

Spring, 1972

T4

N X SD --I

Experimental LEA #1 ,32
Experimental LEA #2 31
Experimental LEA #3' 24
Experimental LEA #4 22,
Control LEA #1 30

Control LEA #2 lA

Total 182

5.968
6.161
5.958

1.402
0.220
1.398 23

6.275
5.733
A 11A

0.648
1.460
1.245

27
20
33

5.870 1.258
.750 1.016

5.782 1.277
5.888 1.250
5.900 1.209
5.969 0.TST-

166

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

& T
4

F Signif.

Experimental LEON/ Col
txperimental LEA#2 Row 0.030 NS
xperimental LEA#3W/ Col 1.500 NS

pxperimental LEA#4 Row 0.8517 NS
Experimental LEA#W-Col. 0.017 NS
Control LEA #1 ,Row 0.159 NS
experimental LEA#2W/ Col. 0.313 NS
Control LEA #1 Row 0.404 NS
Pxperimental LEA#3W/ Col.
Control LEA #2 Row
Experimental LEA#4WrCol.

7_549 VS

0.566 NS
0.643 NS
2.127 NS

Control LEA #2 Row 0.021 NS
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Item 4 The activities relating to planning
are having an effect on the policy
of this organization.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3'
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

N 7 SD N 7 SD

32 6.218 0.750 31 5.870 0.921
31 5.387 1.453 32 5.375 1.157
24 5.625 0.923 23 5.130 1.057
29 5.724 1.250 26 4.923 1.547

MENIFIC17111117471EMI

182 166

.11 0.994
, : : A ll

Two Way Analysis of

Variance
T3 & T4

Experimental LEA#1W/
'Experimental LEA#2

F Signif.

Col 0.841 NS
Row 11.453 .001

Experimental LEA#3W/
LEA#4

Col 7.037 NS
Row 0.049 NS

ExperimentalExperimental LEA#1W/
ontrol LEA #1

Col 1.835 NS
Row 51 s

Experimental LEA#2W/
Control LEA #1

Col 0.100 NS
Row ] 557 NS

Experimental LEA#3W
Control LEA #2

Col 1.529 NS
Row 3, 459 NS

Experimental LEA#4W
Control LEA #2

Col 3 041 NS
ow 2.435 NS
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Item #1: Fall 1:70 to Spring 1971

Item #1 of this section, As I see it, planning is an
integral part of running the State's schools, was put to
persons in the Experimental LEA'S across four points in time
and to people in Control LEA's, twice. Planning was seen
as important by all four Experimental groups between Fall
1970 (prior to training) and Spring 1971 (immediately after
training). No great differences between any of these
organizations were noted. However, EL1's estimate of plan-
ning steeply declined. Their reductions were significant,
and were neld to be negative training effects. None of the
other groups seemed to be affected one way or the other.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

During 1971, EL1 attached much more importance to
planning than earlier; their opinion of it rose so far that
positive training effects could be assigned. No other
Experimental group experienced a comparable increase, although
all rose somewhat. Substantial differences did not exist
among any of them.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The AMA is not accountable for any training effects
during this period. This decision is based not only on our
usual Experimental group comparisons, but also on comparisons
of each organization which had training to other Control
organizations which did not undergo training. Increases or
decreases in how important planning was thought by the
Experimental LEA's was thus contrasted to change in the
Control LEA's. The Experimental group and Experimental/Con-
trol group comparisons reached identical conclusions: no
training effects. None of the LEA's changed their views
between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972, nor did any differences
appear between them.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

To assess the overall impact of AMA training on ex-
pressed LEA attitudes toward the integral role of planning
in State school administration, a longitudinal comparison
was made. Each Experimental LEA's feeling on this issue
before training was matched with its attitudes a year after
training. In no case did an LEA differ substantially from
another or from itself over time. Thus we ascribed no
effects of AMA training to any Experimental LEA.
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Item 02: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #2 is, As I see it, persons in this organization
put a lot of effort into planning. It attempted to evaluate
effort invested in the planning process by the Experimental
LEA's between the Fall of 1971 and the Spring of 1)72. Addi-
tion of Control LEA's buttressed and confirmed conclusions
made on the basis of the Experimental LEA comparisons alone.
In reference to the Control LEA's, both ELI. and EL3 put
more work into planning than CL1 and CL2 respectively; and
EL4 put lesa than either Control group. The gap between EL3
and EL4 on this issue and the major reduction of planning-
related effort in EL4 over time warrant assignment of nega-
tive effects in that organization. EL4 did less work associ-
ated with planning in T4 than they had in T3.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

One worthwhile-evaluation which can be made in order
to study the credibility of the planning process is to see
how great. a contribution expertise in planning made to
advancement within the Experimental LEA's. If the connection
was close and persons in those organizations felt planning
could aid their careers, this could be a good indication of
the future success of the planning process. All LEA's had
declining scores on My capability to plan effectively will posi-
tively affect my future career in the organization (Item 03)
between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. But in no case was the
decrease significant nor was there a difference between any
of the Experimental or Control groups. Statistically speak-
ing, planning skills rnd future careers had comparable con-
nections made between them during both points of time.
Consequently, it was not possible to attribute any effects
of training to the AMA program.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The connection between planning and policy was made
on Item #4, The activities relating_to planning are having an
effect on the po icy of this organ zat on. Di erences were
observed between EL1 and EL2 and CL1. The influence of plan-
ning in that case was greater in EL1 than in the other
Experimental or Contra]. groups. No other sizable differences
existed. In all LEA's, planning's connection with policy
was viewed as getting more tenuous as time passed; however,
the lessened influence was too small to hold the AMA train-
ing.program responsible for it. For that reason, no training
effects were determined in any Experimental LEA.
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DATA SUMMARY

Credibility of the
Planning Process

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

Item QUESTIONNAIRE

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 As I see it, planning is an
integral part of running the
state's schools.

2 As I see it, persons in this
organization put a lot of
effort into planning.

3 My capability to plan effec-
tively will positively
affect my future career in
this organization.

4 The activities relating to
planning are having an effect
on the policy of this organi-
zation.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3 EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

With remarkable consistency, the credibility of the
planning process in the Experimental LEA's was not affected
by AMA training. These organizations viewed planning in
nearly the same light both before and after training. The
only exceptions to this general rule were Stems 42 and 45.,

The effort devoted to planning (Item 42) was unaffected
by training in EL11 EL2, or EL3. However, in EL4, it was
generally felt that people did not spend as much time on
planning in Spring 1972 as they had done in Fall 1971. The
other Experimental LEA's also experienced declining levels
of planning input; but only in the case of EL4 was this
reduction sizable enough to justify attributing negative
effects of training to AMA.

This decision on effect was made only after careful
consideration dictated by the absence of pre--training data
from Tl. Interpretation of T3-T4 data was ightly compli-
cated because no baseline data existed against which to
compare recent changes in order to determine training effects.
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Since the Control LEA's were not inserted in the
study until T3-T4, the usual Tl-T4 test for training effectswas not possible. That is, the effects of training couldnot be determined using an Experimental group/Control group
comparison be:.ween Fall 1970 and Spring 1972. For an
acceptable substitute, the research team retained the Tl-T4time frames, but comparod Experimental LEA's within the
same state (EL1 with EL2. and EL3 with EL4).

Considering this evidence, we concluded overall that
AMA training did not influence the credibility of the plan-ning process irtErtxperimental LEA's.

AREA 4: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have discussed the actions taken
by the Experimental organizations toward meeting first
thirteen training goals and criteria of the AMA, as well
as the attitudes of organizational participants toward them.
Here this massive collection of data is summarized to give
readers a clear overview of what follows.

Linking Program with Organizational Impact

This evaluation effort is basdd on the premise that
a direct relationship exists between the desi n of the
training program, the way-in which it was con ucted and
potential organizational impact.

In our previous discussion of the training program43
we mentioned three types of attitude change--identification,
compliance, and internalization. The AM training program
was defined as one which primarily required identification
and compliance on the part of its clients.

This conclusion was based on an analysis of training
design and its mode of implementation. At all points of
the planning process, the boundaries of legitimate discourse
and program content were controlled by the AMA trainer.
These boundaries were based on the AMA's concept of effec-
tive organizational planning. The main emphasis of its
program was to teach a planning process; to this end, dis-
cussion within the group was held to the level of rational
dialogue and exchange of opinion.

This analysis concluded that in order for attitude
change to occur within the context of a program of this

43
Chapter One of this report and the Introduction to

Chapter Four.
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nature, the individual must identify with the other members
of his team and comply, that is, do what was exoected of
him in a particular situation. An external stimulus would
be necessary to produce a change in attitude.

On the other hand, internalized attitude change is
incorporated into the person's own values and does not
depend on external support for activation. In order for
internalized attitude change to occur, however, both logical
discourse and emotions must be considered in developing a
training program. As has been discussed above, this was
not the case in the AMA program. Since most program time
was allotted to lectures; the Is primary vehicle of
attitudinal change was the trainees' compliance and identifi-
cation with the concepts, experiences, and values of the
lecturers.

Such attitude change is usually evanescent unless
it receives continual reinforcement. It may also result in
pseudo-compliance on the part of trainees.

Because we consider attitude change a necessary
though not a sufficient condition of altering organizational
behavior and improving organizational effectiveness, we
have presented in this chapter evidences of both attitudes
and actions. One without the other is meaningless, we think.

A summary of the attitudes and actual progress toward
the first thirteen AMA training goals is presented below,
followed by conclusions based on the data.
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No.

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS

SED LEVEL

AMA CRITERIA 1-13

FALL, 1970 to SPRING, 1972

AMOUNT OF PROGRESS.

Criteria Minimum Moderate Maximum

1. Agreed upon a definition of
the institution's mission

2. Established continuing objec-
tives and planning procedures
for long-range achievement of
the institution's mission

3. Identified resources and con-
straints E1lE2

4. Differentiated between where
the institution is going and
where it wants to go El,E2

5. Modified previously estab-
lished objectives

6. Identified and analyzed alter-
native courses of action El,F2

7. Determined priorities El E2

8. Made strategic action as- El E2
signments

9. Defined standards of performance
for key administrators El E2

10. Specified task completion dates El E2

11. Designed supplementary plan-
ning efforts

12. Assigned responsibilities to
subordinate units El,E2

13. Designed a methodology by
which future performance may
be evaluated in relation to
the performances specified in
the plan n1E2

E1,E2

E1,E2

E1,E2
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS

DATA SUMMARY

CAUSAL VARIABLES - STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972
IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of ata Effect Effect Effect

DEFINITION OF THE MISSION OF THE ORGANIZATION

CONTENT

1 Definition of the Institution's
Mission El E2

2 Sense of SED Mission El,E2

3 Feelings about the direction the
organization is moving El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

4 The kinds of things I am doing
will make a long term contribu-
tion to education. El E2

DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL OBJECTIVES & PRIORITIES

CONTENT

1 Modify previously established
objectives El E2

2 Identify and analyze alternative
courses of action El,E2

3 Determine priorities

4 Do you feel that the objectives
developed as a result of AMA
training reflectite most seri-
ous and pressing needs of state
education? El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

5 The goals of this organization
are articulated.

6 Our goals are realistic and
attainable with our best efforts.

7 The top priority objectives of
state education are clear to me.

8 I feel that the objectives
developed during AMA training
reflect the most serious and
pressing needs of state education.

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cont'd)
Positive No Negative

Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

9 As I see it, the operation
priorities of the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing are clear. El,E2

MOBILIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING

CONTENT

1 Define standards of performance
for key administrators El,E2

2 Specify task completion dates
and action assignments EllE2

3 Assign responsibilities to
subordinate units E2 El

4 Need for Performance Standards INSUFFICIENT DATA

5 Performance Standards--Extent
(r4 ONLY) ON WHICHof Use

6 Existence of Performance Reviews TO BASE A RESPONSE

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 My organization's policy state-
ments are clear. El,E2

8 My organization's performance
standards are understood. El,E2

9 Good ways are used to let me
know how I can improve my
performance. El,E2

10 I understand what results must
be produced to achieve the
stated objectives of this
organization. E2 El

ROLE OF THE PLANNING UNIT

CONTENT

1 Awareness of need to evalu-
ate our programs

2 Available to answer planning
questions

3 Writing guidelines for plan
development

4 Reviewing and refining plans

5 Provides leadership in the
implementation of planning

6 Provides in-service training
in planning

El,E2

El,E2

El E2

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cont'd)

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 The planning unit has been
helpful to me. El,E2

DEVELOPMENT OF EVALUATION TECHNIQUES

CONTENT

1 Designed a methodology by which
future performance may be evalu-
ated in relation to the perfor-
mance specified in the plan. El,E2

2 Informal Feedback INSUFFICIENT

3 Performance Reviews DATA (T4 ONLY)

4 Questionnaires ON WHICH TO

5 Task Completion Inventories BASE A

6 Unobtrusive Measures RESPONSE

QUESTIONNAIRE

7 I have good ways for knowing
how good our results are. E2 El

8 My organization has reliable
ways for knowing how well it
is attaining its objectives. El,E2

9 I think that the objectives
developed during AMA training
are clearly stated with
respect to results expected. El,E2

TOP MANAGEKENT SUPPORT FOR PLANNING

CONTENT

1 Adequate Resources (money
and information) El,E2

2 Control System expressed
through decisionmaking process El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 My manager makes it clear he
is committed to the success
of our projects. El F2

4 My manager has expressed the
belief that the AHA's training
program has been helpful. E1,E2

5 My manager understands planning
theory and is able to put it
into practice. El,E2
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SUMNr.RY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cont'd)

Positive No NegativeItem Type of Data Effect Effect Effect
6 I believe my organization gives

me adequate training to do my
work effectively. El,E2

7 I feel good about my manager's
ability to plan. El,E2

8 My manager provides me with
adequate support to perform
my job. El E2

THE CREDIBILITY OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

CONTENT

1 Establish credibility of planning El E2
2 Role of Planning: how integral El,E2
3 Role of Planning: how much

is needed El,E2
4 Role of Planning: emergence El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

5 As I see it, planning is an
integral part of running the
state's schools.

6 As I see it, persons in this
organization put a lot of
effort into planning.

7 My capability to plan effec-
tively will positively affect
my future career in this
organization. El,E2

8 The activities relating to
planning are having an effect
on the policy of this organi-
zation. El E2

=111111.Y.

El,E2

El,E2
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Action and Attitudinal Findings: SED's

An analysis of the actual results in terms of written
organizational documents that were produced in efforts to
meet the first thirteen American Management Association's
training criteria indicates that, with a few exceptions,
the State Education Departments have made moderate progress
toward all criteria. The rese ' 11 believed that most
of the action taken on most of (.....ixeria illustrated
that the organizations in questi.un had done more than just
address the criterion (minimum progress) but had not actually
completed the criterion (maximum progress). The initiation
of a satisfactory planning element was present, however.

Reviewing all criteria, the research team determined
five instances warranting 'a minimum rating and seven items
where the criteria were met.

A summary of the attitudinal findings related to
these causal variables iWEWITEMPT FEVgai; again with a
few exceptions, a pattern of no effects on attitudes as a
result of the AMA training effort.

Comparing the action and attitudinal findings related
to AMA criteria/goals #1 and #2, we find that, while both
organizations spent considerable time developing these
statements, no apparent effect on attitudes toward them
was observed within the organizations. In fact, there were
two negative effects recorded in State. E2. There, managers
felt less cleat about their mission two years after train-
ing than before. They also thought less of the contribution
they were making to education after training than before.

Moving on to AMA criteria #3 through #7 (the develop-
ment of specific objectives and priorities), we again find
a pattern of moderate progress on the action side of the
ledger and no effects of training on attitudes, with three
exceptions. Only State E2 received a maximum rating con-
cerning the degree to which priorities had been determined.
In this state the priorities were widely discussed and
published.

Three negative effects appear on the attitudinal
data. Two of these occur in State E2, which showed negative
training effects concerning the specific objectives and the
determination of priorities. While State E2 has determined
its priorities, this shows that some problem with them has
arisen within the organization. The negative effect in
State El appears to be the result of a lack of clarity
within the agency concerning its priorities.
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NIA criteria #8 through #10 are concerned with what
we have termed the Mobilization of Organizational Planning.
These criteria are specifically related to developing
performance standards for personnel, assigning responsibili-
ties and setting task completion dates.

A clear difference between the states emerges concern-
ing actions on these items. State El achieved minimal
progress on all three of these items while State E2 made
moderate progress. This reflects, as we have discussed in
Chapter Four, a clear decision by the agencies. State El
decided to place maximum emphasis on the development of
written guidelines for planning, while State E2 stressed
development of job descriptions.

The attitudinal data on these items indicates that,
generally, training had no effect. Two positive effects
were observed: managersin both states were less clear
about their performance standards after trainiE5than before,
but because their awareness did not drop as fast as the
awareness of managers in the Control State, we have treated
this as a positive effect. A negative training effect
appears in State El, where respondents grew more uncertain
about expected results as time passed. Again, this may be
related to the lack of clear performance standards in that
state.

States El and E2 made considerable nrogress with
supplementary planning efforts (Item #11), but only moderate
progress in assigning responsibilities to subordinate
units (Item #12). Both states have been involved in a
variety of activities designed to supplement their planning
efforts.

The attitudinal data indicate no change in attitudes
toward the activities of the planning unit, however. The
one exception to this appears in State E2, where a negative
training effect appears related to writing guidelines for
plan development. Again, this reflects that agency's
decision to develop job descriptions before forming planning
guidelines.

The thirteenth goal--the development of an evaluation
system--indicates a minimal level of progress in both states,
and reflects a common problem in education, one which AMA
training did little to cc,rrect. Educational agencies (like
most organizations), simply do not have personnel who are
expert in evaluation; as a result, this aspect of the plan-
ning process is generally neglected.

The lack of movement toward evaluation lc reflected
in the attitudinal data. Negative effects were recorded in
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both El and E2 concerning the establishment of an evaluation
system. State E2 did experience a positive effect related
to general knowledge of results, although this gain is
only relative. Personnel in E2 actually experienced a
decline in their knowledge of expected results, but they
WI-Fa decline as fast as the Control State and therefore
experienced a positive training effect.

Attitudinal.data related to top management support
for planning and the degree to which planning is seen as a
credible process indicated a number of positive as well as
negative effects.

The eight items concerned with top management support
for planning reveal a typical pattern. Almost no effects
of training appear, with a few exceptions. In two instances,
personnel in State El viewed their managers as more suppor-
tive and committed to subordinates' work than was true
earlier. At the same time, personnel in State E2 experienced
negative training effects on the same items. This data
must be moderated, however, because we lack pre-training
data on these items.

The credibility of organizational planning was
affected by the AMA training program. Six positive effects
and six negative effects were revealed by this data.

The AMA program did enhance the credibility of plan-
ning in the Experimental States. Planning came to be seen
as more integral and as increasingly important to the state
agencies. However, no effect was shown on attitudes about
how much planning was needed. Top administrators in E2 also
seemed to feel that planning became less credible with time.

The questionnaire items that appear here reveal more
negative than positive effects. However, the lack of pre-
training data for these items prompts us to be careful in
assigning effects. Over time, personnel in both states saw
planning as being more important to their career:;. On the
other hand, they saw people within the organizations putting
less effort into planning with the passage of time. They
also seemed to grow more aware that planning was little
used in the school system as a whole.



290

SUMMARY OF ACTION FINDINGS

LEA LEVEL

AMA CRITERIA 1-13

FALL, 1970 to SPRING, 1972

Criteria

AMOUNT OF PPOGRESS

1. Agreed upon a definition of
the institution's mission

2. Established continuing ob-
jectives and planning pro-
cedures for long-range
achievement of the insti-
tution's mission

3. Identified resources and
constraints

4. Differentiated between
where the institution is
going and where, it wants
to go

5. Modified previously estab-
lished objectives

6. Identified and analyzed
alternative courses of
action

7. Determined priorities

8. Made strategic action
assignments

9. Defined standards of per-
formance for key adminis-
trators

10. Specified task completion
dates

11. Designed supplementary
planning efforts

12. Assigned responsibilities
to subordinate units

13. Designed a methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in rela-
tion to the performances
specified in the plan

Minimum Moderate Maximum

EL3

EL3

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL3

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL3

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

ELLTIL2,
FL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL4 EL2

EL2,EL4 EL1

EL1,EL3 EL2,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS

DATA SUMMRY

CAUSAL VARIABLES - LOCAL
EDUCATION AGENCIES

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item Type of Data

IMPACT OF TRAINING
Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL MISSION & OBJECTIVES

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 The goals of this organization
are articulated. EL1

2 Our goals are realistic and
attainable with our best
efforts.

3 The top priority objectives
for state education are
clear to me.

4 I feel that the objectives
developed during AMA training
reflect the most serious and
pressing needs of state
education.

5 As I see it, the organiza-
tional priorities of the
objectives developed during
AMA training are clear.

6 The kinds of things I am do-
ing will make a long term
contribution to education.

7 As I see it, my organization
is moving in the right
direction.

EL1,EL2

MOBILIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 My organization's policy
statements are clear.

2 My organization's performance
standards are clear.

3 Good ways are used to let me
know how 1 can improve my
performance.

EL2,EL3,
EL4

EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

ELLEL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cost' d)

Positive No Negative
Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

I understand what results must
be produced to achieve the
stated objectives of this or-
ganization. EL1,EL2

5 The planning unit has been EL1,EL2,
helpful to me. EL3,EL4

6 I have good ways for knowing EL1,EL2,
how good our results are. EL3,EL4

7 My organization has reliable
ways for knowing how well it FL1,EL2,
is achieving its objectives. EL3,EL4

8 I think that the objectives
developed during AMA training
are clearly stated with re- EL1,EL2,
gard to results expected. EL3,EL4

Item

4

TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORT FOR PLANNING

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 My manager makes it clear he is
committed to the success of our
projects.

2 My manager has expressed the
belief that the AMA's training
program has been helpful.

3 My manager understands plan-
ning theory and is able to
put it into practice.

4 I believe my organization
gives me adequate training to
do my work effectively.

5 I feel good about my manager's
ability to plan.

6 My manager provides me with
adequate support to perform
my job.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL3,E14 EL1,EL2

EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

CREDIBILITY OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 As I see it, planning is an in-
tegral part of running the EL1,EL2,
state's schools. EL3,EL4

2 As I see it, persons in this
organization put a lot of effort EL1,EL2,
into planning. EL3 EL4
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cont'd)

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

3 My oapability to plan effec-
tively will positively affect
my future career in this or- EL1,EL2,
ganization. EL3,EL4

4 The activities relating to
planning are having an effect
on the policy of this organi- EL1,EL2,
zation. EL3,EL4

Action and Attitude Findings/LEA's

Where the Local Educational Agencies (LEA's) are con-
cerned, Chapter Four was to assess the impact of AMA training
on the causal variables associated with organizational change.
The thirteen AMA training criteria were reviewed and applied
to the agencies to determine the extent to which the goals
were realized. We analyzed the attitudes of participants
toward the development of organizational mission, mobiliza-
tion of organizational planning, top management support for
planning, and the credibility of the planning process.

The inventory taken in connection with the thirteen
AMA criteria revealed that all had been addressed by the
management teams from the LEA's, who had written'something
on each of the criteria. The research team felt that most
of the actions taken on most of the criteria could be termed
"moderate" progress; tharri, the organization had done
more than merely address the criterion--it had initiated a
satisfactory element of successful planning.

If the agencies had been able to go beyond a beginning
to approach completed action on the criterion, their progress
would have been "maximum." Two criteria fell into the
latter category: a definition of the institution's mission
and its establishment of continuing objectives. The LEA's
presented both, fully developed, in their planning documents.
On the opposite end of the spectrum were "minimum" progress
on various criteria, those on which virtually nothing had
been done beyond superficial examination of possible issues
or techniques. Efforts to establish priorities, performance
standards, and evaluation methods were indeed minimal in all
the planning documents we examined.

The attitudes section of the chapter was strikingly
unable to attribute more than a few training effects to the



294

AMA program. The attitudinal summary charts on the impact
of training repeatedly assigned LEA's to the middle, or
l'No Effects" column. On the basis of the reliable instru-
ments used to measure effects, we conclude that the AMA
team planning process did not create a favorable attitudinal
environment for planning activities. Those LEA's that could
be considered more favorable before training were similarly
favorable a year after training. And those that. had been
more hostile to the changes implicit in management by
objectives did not grow more friendly to such management.

Overall Conclusion on the Impact of AMA Training
on SED/LEA Causal VariabTo

It has been arved throughout this report that
actions and attitudes are behit critical factors in evaluat-
iNTEW train ng program. Actions directed toward implement-
ing the planning process can degenerate into meaningless
paper-production without the support of people in the
organization. Even receptive attitudes toward planning will
not long endure if they are not reinforced by Practical
steps toward its development and use. It follows, therefore,
that to determine the value of the AMA to these educational
agencies regarding causal variables, one must examine what
participants did as well as what they thought about what
had been attempted.

AMA training definitely inspired the SEP's and LEA's
to devote more time and energy to planning. It also pro-
duced a wide range of planning materials. But the aggregate
attitudes of those who were expected to accept and work
with the planning process were unaffected by training. If
attitudes associated with the causal variables were already
receptive to pplanning before training began, then the AMA
did not si ni icantl alter that view within the or.aniza-
tion. On t e other hand f parsons elt confuse' about
their goals alienated from their managers or uncertain
of the benefit of planning, training also did little for
them.



CHAPTER FIVE

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Overview

This chapter evaluates the impact of AMA training
on the intervening variables in the experimental education
agencies, variables which "reflect the internal state and
health of the organization, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes,
motivations, performance goals, and perceptions of all
members and their collective capacity for effective inter-
action, communication, and decision making. "l These
variables are the middle link in the causal - intervening -
end result variable chain.

Theoretically, implementing the AMA training goals
(causal variables) should affect the decisionmaking pro-
cess, leadership climate, and management team relations
in the educational agencies (intervening variables).
Those internal changes should correlate positively with
increases in the quantity and quality of the organization's
output, particularly in planning (end-result variables).

Lack of successful impact upon intervening variables
can impede or even prevent a training program from improv-
ing overall planning and output. Therefore, such variables
should be important to the AMA training program, and a
proper concern of this evaluation.

Our examination is divided into four sections. The
first section looks at the AMA approach to the intervening
variables. In the second section, we study the AMA's
impact on these variables through the expressed attitudes
of ESED participants. The consequences for the ELEA's is
shown through another attitudinal data display in the third
section. Based on the preceding three sections, the fourtn
offers the overall conclusions of the research team on
this aspect of AMA training.

1Rensls Likert, The Human Organization (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 24671, p. Z9.
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Section 1: The AMA Approach

We have already discussed at some length the AMA's
general approach to management training. At this point
we need only extract from previous sections data relevant
to the intervening variables, and review them here. The
presentation of SED/LEA participant attitudes and our own
analysis follows.

Assuming a rational process of decisionmaking, the
AMA seeks to win the commitment of the chief executive of
the educational agency to planning, and to involve his
immediate subordinates in developing a long-range action
plan.2 AMA argues that its program is not just an academic
exercise but a real-life situation in which hard decisions
about the organization's future are made by the management
team.3 Planning is learned by doing.

AMA has a unique solution. It is called
the Team Process in Corporate Planning.

This process was developed at the Center
for Planning and Development of the
American Management Association at Hamil-
ton, New York. In it the chief executive
officer (with his final authority) and
the members of the top management team
(with decision making responsibilities
in'over-all company operations) proceed,
step by step, through a guided perfor-
mance of the planning procedure. The
.team moves quickly--it learns by doing- -
and in two spaced out weeks it has pro-
duced its own action-oriented company
plan.

2Lawrence A. Appley, "Manager Training in Proper
Perspective," in AMA, "AMA: A Brief Description" (pamphlet).

3Raymond E. Klawuhn and Alexander J. Basso, "Final
Report: Adapting and Testing Business Management Develop-
ment Programs for Educational Administrators" (January,
1972), p. 7. It is interesting to note :, however, that,
according to the AMA, participants still thought of the
training as training and not as an organizational planning
process. See Klawuhn and Basso, 22. cit., p. 351

4Center for Planning and Development, American Man-
agement Association, "Developing and Implementing Strategic
Long-Range Planning" (pamphlet).
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Implicit in the AMA's approach is the assumption
that this team planning process will insure commitment to
the plans produced, since the people who created the plans
will implement them. The element of team is emphasized as
a vehicle to participative decisionmang and an improved
organizational' climate. Given these expected positive
internal changes, plans and programs toward the objectives
the team sets are Assumed to be favorably affected.

The AMA's approach relies completely upon a cognitive
change strategy. They deal only with technical knowledge
of planning and other aspects of developing and executing
an organizational plan. The AMA. assumes that by giving
managers a cognitive awareness of the benefits of planning,
instructing them in how to plan, and taking them through
the team planning process, they will automatically gain
their allegiance as well as support throughout the organi-
zation.

These assump'.;ions overlook affective aspects of the
planning process, such as:

Receiving and giving nonevaluative feedback
Owning and permitting others to have their

own ideas, feelings and values

Openness to new ideas, feelings, and values
Experimentatign, risk-taking, and new ideas

and values.3

Trust, honesty, supportive personal relationships and other
ingredients of a proper mix of intervening variables are
not necessarily acquired through a rational process of team
planning. A viable mix of rationalism and affective con-
siderations demands, among other things, an appreciation
of and expertise in organizational behavior and dynamics.
AMA training deals with these elements indirectly, if at

all. Learning that planning is useful and possible may
affect a client's attitude toward the concept (albeit
temporarily), but it will not benefit him or the agency
in the long-run if his boss is personally antagonistic, his
colleagues ruthlessly competitive, top management perceived
as incompetent, or if fear rather than trust dominates the
organizational environment. Even team training accomplishes
little if conflicts are based on subjective tensions that
are unrelated to the training's objective content.

5Chris Argyris, Intervention Theory & Method: A
Behavioral Science View (Reading, Mass.: Addison- Wesley
Publishing Company, 1970), p. 66.
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I perceive a real facade and resistance
to laying all the cards on the table
when this group meets. . I don't
think this kind of planning, a team
planning, is going to work until you
can get people to really think like
they're on a,team. And they sure didn't
make much,progress on that score up at
Hamilton.°

Very little of the AMA approach addresses these complex
aspects of organizational life. This gap gravely decreases
the program's impact on the intervening variables.

Section 2: SED Attitudes

The data presented in this section measure the
current state of the intervening variables in the State
Education Departments (SED) that participated in the AMA
program. Our specific concerns in this area have been
organized under three categories:

A. Leadership Climate

B. Decisionmaking

C. Management Team Relations

Leadership climate refers to the environment fostered
within the organization by those in authority. How deci-
sions are made in the LEA's is a second importanrintervening
Tirirgbri: -Mealy, the AMA team planning process depends
upon a management team. The extent to which such a team
exists and maintains good relations indicates how much
viable planning will be done.

nig section includes content analysts and question-
naire data. Many of the items in both instruments cover
four points in time equally spaced between Fall 1970 and
Spring 1972. Other items are tested at two points in time.
Some of the comparisons of questionnaire data are made be-
tween two experimental groups; most compare the experimental
group with one--if not two--control group(s). The research
team has greatest confidence in items that span four points
in time and involve a control group comparison. In those
cases where optimal comparisons were impossible, we were
especially cautious in our interpretations. In any event,
the effects which we did, or did not, attribute to AMA
training are the outcomes of careful--and, we feel,
accurate--analysis.

6
Consultant/Specialist, ESED #2.
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Throughout this section, content analysis data
will be presented first, in each category. These reflect
the reactions of the top management of the two Ilxperimental
SED's (El and E2) and the first Control State (C1). In
displaying the content _analysis data, four kinds of infor-
mation are proviliar--

1. Interview Question: From what question is
the data drawn?

2. Range of Scale Possibilities: While the num-
ber of points on the scales Is constant 47), the descriptive
words attached to points on the scale vary with the question.

3. Point of Time: For each item the points in
time at which the question was posed are indicated. (Ti =
Fall 1970; T2 = Spring 1971; T3 = Fall 1971; T4 = Spring
1972.) In some cases this includes all four pointsin
time; in others the data were gathered during Y2 only.

4. States: The states to which the category was
applicable arriNgEtified.

Relevant questionnaire items have been sampled from
multiple levels of the agencies and follow the content
data. These include comparisons with two Control States
(C1 and C2).

In the case of the data from the questionnaire we
need to indicate only the points in time to which the
question is relevant. The range of scalar possibilities
was in all cases the same, from (1) not at all to (7) very
often. As indicated above, questionnaire items were
asked in Control state #2 in points of time T3 and T4
only, because this state entered the research design in
Year 2.

A% Leadership Climate

The following items all come from the questionnaire
and were asked in all four periods.

1. Based on information I have received from
my boss, I know if I am measuring un in my job.

2. My manager encourages and supports innovation.

3. Higher management's reactions to the problems
that reach them are fair:

4. My manager knows and understands the problems
I face.
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5. Hy manager recogn'.zes when a problem is
developing and does something constructive
about it.

6. My manager shows ccnfidence and trust in me.
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Item 111: Based on infOrMatiOn l'haVe received from
my boss, I know if I ant measuring ur in my job.

Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

In all the states the mean scores on this item
dropped. between Ti and T2. No training effect was Shown
in State El although it was significantly different from
Control 1 in the amount of feedback given by the manager.

State E2 showed a positive training effect. It
differed from the Control State; though both states were
declining on this item State E2 experienced less decline
and a greater stabilization of opinion than did Control 1.

Spring 1971 to Fall 1971,

No significant differences appeared here between
State El and Control 1. State E2 did not change over
time in comparison with Control 1 but continued to differ
significantly from Cl in terms of the level of response
to this item.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

There were no significant training effects during
this period. No significant differences appeared between
State El and Control 1, or between State E2 and Control 2.
Significant differences between State El and Control 2
and between State £2 and Control 1 were registered during
this period.

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An analysis over time indicates significant positive
training effects in El and negative effects in E2.

State El experienced a significantly less rapid
decline on this item than the Control%State.:ePerdonnel in
El received less feedback from their managers, but at a
slower rate of decline than did organization members in
Control 1.

State E2 staff experienced a lower rate of feedback
at a rate of decline which was greater than that c.f Control
1. However, attitudes on this subject were incrt.asingly
stabilized in State E2, while they were growing more
unstable in Control 1.
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Item #2: Ay manager encourages and supports
innovation.

Fall 1970 to Srring 1971

No effects attributable to training were produced

in E2 during the ore/post-training periods. Very signifi-

cant effects were recorded in Ti. Both of the states

were significantly different from the Control State in
terms of the amount of encouragement and support given to
innovation; support in those terms from managers in El was

greater than encouragement given in the Control; support
in E2 was less than that given in the Control.

Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

No trainigg effects occurred in this period of time.

State El and the control continued to be significantly
different from each other, while this difference between

E2 and the Control faded.

Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

There was no significant change in the support for

innovation in El during Y2, although the difference between

El and Control 1 continued. El was also significantly
different from C2.

Significantly, negative training effects did occur

in E2. In comparison with both Control groups, E2 personnel
experienced a sharper decline in the degree of innovation

supported by their managers.

Fall 1970 to Srring 1972

A T1 -T4 comparison reveals a significantly negative

effect of training in E2. Both El and E2 experienced
weaker support for innovation and more instability concern-

ing those attitudes in the Spring of 1972 than was true

in the Fall of 1970, before training. In El's case, the

decline was Wes than that undergone by the Control State

over the same period; therefore a positive effect was
assigned. E2's negative effect came about as the result

of its decline, much greater than the Control State's.
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Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

When Higher management's reactions to the problems
that reach them are fair is assessed, no training effe:t
was evinced in State El. State E2 experienced a positive
training effect, because more stabilization concerning
attitudes toward higher management's reactions was seen
there than in the Control State. Neither El nor E2
differed from the Control in strength of belief that top
management's reactions were equitable.

Item 43: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

It_cannot fairly be argued that training had any
effect, one way or the other, on the opinions that El or
E2 held about the way top management dealt with organiza-
tional problems. Both remained relatively stable in their
beliefs, although Cl was less favorably disposed toward
its superiors than was El. 'Ianagers in El and Cl reacted
in the,sameway toward issues which came to their attention
during tiiis:rieriod.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

El felt that higher management's reactions were
fairer in their organization that Cl did although there
was no difference between the Experimental States and
Control States. In neither case did change occur between
Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. However, Cl and C2 had a higher
opinion of their management's handling of problems than did
E2, and these changes over time were at significant levels.
Reaction became more unfair in all three States between T3
and T4, but E2's downward trends were steeper than in

either Control State. Therefore a negative effect of
training was concluded.

Item #3: Fall 1570 to Spring 1972

No impact from the weeks spent learning planning
processes and developing action plans was evident in El
higher management's reactions to problems that reached
them. The differences between El and Cl on this variable
were insignificant. Those who responded in E2 sensed a
growing inability of their managers adequately to attack
educational/administrative questions; and yet the growth
in Cl was greater. If we assume that the presence of AMA
training in E2 and its corresponding relative absence in
Cl made the difference in their development of management
problem-solving skills, then the AMA program fostered a
positive change in E2.
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Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Data gathered before and after training on the
extent to which My manager knows and understands the prob-
lems I face resulted Jn different training effects. In
the case of El, different effects meant no effect; mana-
gerial knowledge of subordinate problems did not change
over time and was the same as found in Cl. In E2,
"different" implies negative effects. While both E2 and
the Control State declined between the Fall of 1970 and
the Spring of 1971, E2 declined faster than Cl and thus
experienced a negative training effect. Significant
differences between E2 and Cl were also observed.

Item #4: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

El and Cl remained constant in their essential
similarity; managers in El did not know any more or under-
stand any more acutely than their counterparts in Cl.
Knowledge and understanding did increase (although not
significantly) in E2 when compared to Cl, but neither
changed sufficiently over time to assume any effects of
the AM-induced planning process.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Training had a negative effect on E2 between Fall
1971 and Spring 1972. Managers in that Experimental State
knew less and understood 1'n clearly as a-result of the
Hamilton experience. Both E2 and Cl declined over this
period but Cl did not decline as sharply as E2 despite the
lack of AMA training in the Control State. E2 managers
were more skilled in dealing with problems than those in
C2, but neither changed in T3 to T4, so no effects are
presumad.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The ability of managers in Cl to comprehend and
handle developing organizational problems was not signifi-
cantly different from the ability of those in El. And, in
fact, managerial competence to handle problems fell in
both States between Fall 1070 and Spring 1972. Since the
rate of negative change was slower in El, we can attribute
positive effects to AMA training. The opposite occurred
in E2, since its scores fell more than those of Cl, and
this constituted a negative training effect.
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Item /5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Tho extent to which 1y manager recognizes when a
problem is developing and does something constructive
about it offers another variable related to leadership and
organizational climate. Training produced changes and
differences in both States. More managerial recognition
existed in E2 before the training than after it, creating
significant negative changes within the organization, a
significant difference with Cl, and a negative effect of
AMA training. El also reported less recognition in a nre-
and post-training comparison with Cl, but Cl's decline was
greater, thus causing a positive effect in El.

Item #5: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

No training effects appeared during this period.
Major differences continued between the States; their dif-
ferences were the same as previously indicated with Cl
showing more managerial recognition of problems than E2,
but less than El. No State changed enough over time for
training to have any impact, positive or negative.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

El did not significantly differ from Cl in their
perception of organizational problem-solving skills, but
El easily led C2 in this. On the other hand, F2 declined
significantly between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972 and was much
lower on this item than either Control State. Therefore,
training had the effect of decreasing the degree to which
managers in E2 could recognize and deal with emergent
educational problems.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The effects we observed in El in an earlier neriod
evinced some permanence. Our overall assessment concludes
that, concerning this variable, AMA training had a positive
effect on El. The loss of management problem-solving
skills in El was not nearly so great as in Cl. The reverse
occurred in E2, which declined much more quickly and
steeply than the Control State. That a variable could
perform this way in a State which had AMA training (as
opposed to a State without training) indicates a negative
effect (in E2) of being trained by AUA in the team planning
process.
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Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #6, M mana er shows confidence and trust in
me. There are no s gnif cant dif ernnccs between El and
the Control State when we compare what each said about this
aspect of managerial relations before training ane after-
ward. Training did have negative impact in E2; their
managers were less confident after training about their sub-
ordinates' ability to get the job done; and the managers
were losing this confidence faster than in the Control State.

Item #6: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

No effects due to AMA training were observed in
either State. No changes occurred over time and no differ-
ences appeared between El and Cl, or between E2 and Cl.

Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972, El respondents
believed their managers had a higher opinion of them than
their counterparts in Cl, but neither had changed much.
An effect of training did take place in E2. In comparison
with Cl, El dropped faster and farther in terms of manage-
ment confidence and trust. This significant downward move-
ment is a negative training effect.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

A comparison of pre- and post-training results on
this item in both Experimental States reveals opposite
training effects. El, E2, and Cl all indicated less
expressed managerial confidence and trust in Spring 1972
than in Fall 1970. Whereas the decline in Cl was faster
than in El, it was slower than in E2. Without training,
we assume that all declines would have been similar; like-
wise we assume that, with training, decline in an Experi-
mental State would be matcheJ by greater decline in the
Control State. That this held true for El is a positive
effect. That it proved false for E2 is a negative impact.



313

DATA SUMUARY

Leaearship Climate

Type of Data
Item

QUES2101111AIRE

IMP' T OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Based on information I have
received from my boss, I know
if I am measuring up in my job. El

2 My manager encourages and sup-
ports innovation. El

3 Higher management's reactions
to the problems which reach
them are fair. E2 El

4 My manager knows and under-
stands the problems I face. El

5 My manager recognizes when a
problem is developing and does
something constructive about it. El

6 My manager shows confidence
and trust in me. El

E2

E2

E2

E2

E2

Even a casual reading of the data summary reveals the
AMA program significantly influenced leadership climates in
the Experimental States. With one exception, training
effects were observed on every questionnaire item. And it is
also clear that the States were affected in opposite ways.

The leadership climate in El was improved largely by
the NIA intervention. Ps far as our instruments were able
to measure, El made the team planning process less a slogan
and more genuinely an institutional reality. Positive train-
ing effects were recorded on all but one of the items used
to assess the managerial environment. The educational .

managers of El were apparently viewed by their administra-
tive subordinates as improved information providers and
supporters of innovation; as understanding managers, problem
solvers144nd as superiors who seemed to trust and confide
in subordinates. Only in their immediate reaction to problems
did managers exhibit no movement in either direction.
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The situation was reversed in E2. The AMA program
caused serious deleterious consequences for that organi-
zation's leadership climate. In the same items where El
had experienced positive effects, E2 amassed negative
effects. The single exception was in their responses to
problems that reached them; persons in E2 felt that mana-
gerial responses had become fairer after training. But
in all other areas, the AMA Program hurt more than it helped.

This is not to suggest that the positive effects
imply an improved climate in El; or that the negative
assessment in E2 should automatically be interpreted to
mean that this Experimental State was the only one to show
a decline. On the contrary, both Experimental States (and
the Control State) had lower mean scores after training
than before. Effects of training were assigned on the
legitimate basis that one Experimental State (El) had
declined more slowly than the Control State, while the
other State (E2) had fallen much faster.' Methodologically,
we assumed that if the states had not been trained, the
Experimental States would have performed somewhat
similarly to the Control State. To the extent they did
not, the disparity was defined as an effect of training.

B. Decisionmaking

The analysis of decisionmaking is based on three
contentanalysis items and three questionnaire items.

1. Involvement in Decisionmaking in the State
Department:

Interview Question: Now are major decisions
made in the State Department?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no
participation/no discussion
invited, to (7) maximum partici-
pation throughout SED.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

2. Quality of Decisionmaking in the State Department.

Interview Question: Same as #1 above.

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) never
effective to (7) highly effective.

e-
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Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

3. Influence of Planning on 0.ocisionmaking process.

Interview Question: Is nlanning influencing
the decisionmaking process within
the State Department of Education?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no influence
to (7) integral part of decision-
making process.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The questionnaire items are:

4. The people I work with participate appropri-
ately in setting the goals of our work.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

5. I am appropriately involved in decisions
affecting; my work.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

6. I can influence the oals methods, and
activities of my organ nation.

Points of Time T3, T4.
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Item 3 : Influence of Planning on Decision-Making Process.

Fell, 1971 Suing, 197

& CI c2 & Cl El & E
2

& CI E2 a C1 E1 & F
'2

N N N N N N N N N N N N

9 11 10 11 9 11 9 11 10 11 9 10

- Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H=11.430114=0.447

Sig.= .00 IlSig.= NS

H=11.4301

,Sig.a.001

H10.922

Sig..+-001

H=1.433

Sig.= NS

H= 2.940

Sig.= NS

m;. al Test of ro ortions

p.1.000 p3 .000 P =1.000 P=1.000 F=1.000 P=1.000

Sig.= NS Sig.=NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS ,Sig= NS

`Fall, 1971 to Spring 1972

& El E2 & E2 C1 & *CI

N

9

N

9

N

10

N

10

N

8

N

10

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance

H=0.048

Sig.= NS

H= 1.120 H =0.00

Sq.= NS ,Sis.=NS
Test of Proportions

P= 1.000 P= 0.03

Binomial

P=1.000

Sig.=NS Sig.= NS
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Item 6 I can influence the oals, methods,
and activities of.my organization.

Fill, 1971 Spring, 1972
T
3 T

4

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N
68
45

5.220

67
4.577
4.731

SD
1.433
1.469

61 4.770

41

N
40
40

1.343,

5.175

4.300
4.557

1.531 66

07

SD
1.009
1.471
1.554

4.545 1.458

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

T
4

F Si gnif
Experimental SED #1 col. 0.356
W/Control SED #1
Experimental SED #1
w/Control SED # 2
Experimental SED #2
w/Control SED #1 Row,
Experimental SED #2 Col. 1.807
w/Control SED #2 Row 0.972

Row
Col.

Row
Col.

NS
9.060
0.520
8.276

.01
NS
.01

1.224
1.013

NS
NS
NS

ip NS



323

Analysis of Item.#1, showed that the AMA training
had no effecton Lora administrators' feeling of involvement
in major o9anizational decisions; neither 21, E2,'or cl
experienced any change between Fall 1970 and Spring 1972.

Prior to training, persons in El felt more involved
than their counterparts. in Cl. If we examine the three
post-training periods, El perceived .its decisionmaking
process' to be more participative than dither E2 or Cl;
the same diffe:ences _occurred in Spring 1971, Fa11.1971
and'Spring%1972. As far as El itself was concerned, however,
no significant changes occurred during the two-year period.

'To significant differences in awareness of the
decisionmaking process appeared between any of the states.
While E2 somewhat decreased in awareness. over time (Fall
1970 to Spring 1972), El and Cl remained essentially the
same.

There were no differences in awareness of Item #2,
Quality'of oecisionmaking in the State Dekartment, between
the*ates, nor did any state change over time.

Prior to training, no differences appeared in
emphasizing this item between El and Cl'and El and E2; but
Cl perceived a higher quality of decisionmaking than E2.
However, after training, significant differences began to
appear. El attributed greaper effectiveness to their
organizational decisions than E2 attributed to theirs. More
importantly, El felt better, about. heir effectiveness than
did Cl (in Fall 1971 and Spring 1972) while the pre-training
advantage of Cl over E2 -became insignificant (in Fall 1971
and Spring 1972).

The explanation for this development is' Clear. For
the period Fall 1970 to Spring 1972, neither Experimental
State indicated a change in the effectiveness of the deci-
sionmaking process as a result. of training.. The key to
the relative positions of El, E2, and Cl is that Cl dropped
during_the same time. All other things being equal, we
can conclude that, without training, the Experimental
States would have undergone a similar decrease in perceived
effectiveness. Thus training had a positive effect in El
and E2 because it stabilized the'quality of their decision-
making process, while Cl declined.

Item #3, Influence of Plannin on decisionmaking
process, is an ad on to t the Y research es gn. verall,
El felt that planning had more influence on their decision-
making process than did E2 or Cl. Yet El,,E2, and C2 did
not change in the influence they perceived that planning
exerted in their organizations.
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Both Experimental States and the Control State
showed similar levels of awareness of planning's influence,
although Cl increased its awareness over time. Possibly
this may be attributed to the fact that the Spring 1972
interviews were conducted after Cl entered AMA training.

Because the question was not asked prior to train-
ing, we must be careful about judgments regarding the
impact of the AMA program on the influence of planning over
the El or E2 decisionmaking process. Nevertheless, since
no significant change occurred in any State between T3 and
T4, we conclude that training had virtually no effect on
El and E2.

Item 04: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item 04 is The people I work with participate
appropriately in setting the goals of our work. For the
immediate pre/post-training period, it showearmixed effects.
Training had the effect of increasing participation in
decisionmaking in El; it had no effect in E2. Both Experi-
mental States differed from the Control State in the amount
of participation that was possible within the organization.
There was greater participation in El than in the Control
State, and less participation in E2.

Item 04: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Both Experimental States experienced a drop in
participation and no training effecti during this period.
Persons in El did feel more involved in decisionmaking
than those in Cl, while E2 felt less involved. But neither
El or E2 changed significantly between Spring 1971 and Fall

1971.

Item 04: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The extent to which People felt involved in goal
setting wes'not affected by ?1% training on this item. Cl

and C2 reported significantly less participation than El,
while no differences showed between E2 and the Control
States. The amount of participation continued to decline
in both Experimental States but not enough to render the
change significant in either case.

Item 04: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The overall impact of AMA training on the Experi-
mental States can be assessed by comparing the degree of
involvement felt by El and E2 in the Fall of 1970, with how

they felt in the Spring of 1972. Analysis of El with Cl
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indicates that training had a positive effect in El; the
extent to which persons in that organization participated
in decisions relating to their work did decline over the
four periods, but the rate of decline was sharper in the
Control State and significant differences existed between
them. Involvement in E2 also declined but no significant
difference existed when compared with Cl. The rate of
decline was greater in E2 than in Cl; thus negative train-
ing effects occurred in E2.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Springs 1971

Item #5, I am appropriately involved in decisions
affecting m work, reflected the same relationships as the
prev ous item. A significant increase, a training effect,
was registered in the way individuals were involved in
decisions in El. Training had no effect in E2. Experi-
mental State E2 differed from the Control State in-the amount
of involvement individuals felt they had in decisions affect-
ing their owrk; greater involvement existed -in the Experi-
mental States. Organization E2 also differed from the `
Control'State by demonstrating less involvement.

Item #5: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

During this period no change of eithdr greater or
lesser involvement occurred in either El or E2. Organiza-
tion El allowed significantly more individual participation
in decisions affecting jobs than did the Control. No differ-
ence existed between E2 and the Control State.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Organization El and both Control States permitted
significantly different levels of involvement; this differ-
ence was due to the fact that persons in the Experimental
State felt more involved than their counterparts in either
Cl or C2. No difference existed between E2 and the Control
States. El and E2 did not change between Spring and Fall 1971.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

For slightly different reasons, AMA training had a
positive effect in both States. Declining levels of partici-
pation characterized El and E2 during this period; however,
neither declined as fast as Cl. El considered its decision-
making process to be more participatiVe than Cl, while E2
viewed itself as less participative although not significantly
less so. E2 was also more stable than Cl.
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Item #6: Fall 1971, to Spring 1972

Item #6: I can influence the goals, methods, and

activities of my organization. Comparison was made on this

item between two Experimental States and two Control States

over two points in time. Analysis reveals that all four
organizations believed they could influence their goals,
methods, and activities less in the Spring of 1972 than in

the Fall of 1971. Cl declined a little more sharply than

did El but both changed less than E2 or C2. Cl and C2 felt

less influence than El, but more than E2.

DATA SUMMARY

Decisionmaking

Fall, 1970-Spring, 1972

Type of Data

CONTENTItem

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1 Involvement in Decisionmaking
in the State Department El,E2

2 Quality of Decisionmaking in
the State Department El,E2

3 Influence of Planning on
decisionmaking process El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

4 The people I work with parti-
cipate appropriately in set-
ting the goals of our work. El E2

5 I am appropriately involved
in decisions affecting my
work. El,E2

6 I can influence the goals,
methods, and activities of
my organization. E1,E2

Analysis of the interview material obtained from

top administrators showed no effects of training on involve-

ment in major organizational decisions or in planning's

influence on decisionmaking. Negative training offs -ts are

indicated for the quality of decisionmaking; both Experimental
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States felt their decisionmaking processes had grown less
effective between Fall 1970 and Spring 1972.

The larger sample provided by the questionnaire items
revealed mixed training effects. Training increased the
degree of participation that some individuals believed
others enjoyed in setting El's work goals, but decreased
the degree of this belief in E2. The extent to which these
individuals in El and E2 felt involved in decisions affect-
ing their own work was enhanced by the AMA program. How-
ever, no training effects were observed on their perceived
influence over the operations of the entire department; it
remained about the same before and after training in both
Stateg.

Overall, AMA training showed positive effects on two
items relating to decisionmaking, and no effects on three
others. Only in one State on a single item did negative
effects of training appear.

As with the items testing leadership climate, however,
this result did not demonstrate absolute changes in a posi-
tive direction. The gross scorei75170g questionnaires
indicated that the decisionmaking process declined in
perceived effectiveness in both States over time. Yet this
apparently straightforward index of training effects is
perhaps too simple and straightforward. For the best
comparisons are drawn not within one State, or between two
Experimental States, but between Experimental States that
receive training and Control States that lack training.

Further, relative to the Control States on some
items, the descent was slower for the Experimental State;
on others it was faster. This rationale is most proper for
our analysis, and it is the basis on which training effects
were frequently determined.

C. Management Team Relations

Six items will be utilized - two content categories
and five questionnaire items. Content categories:

1. Promote cooperative teamwork

Interview Question: What do you think you
will obtain (have obtained) from the
AMA training?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.
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States: El, E2, Cl.

2. Amount of cooperative teamwork present

Interview Question: What are some of the road-
blocks to organizational change?

Range of Scale Possibilities: Major roadblock/
always stops change, to (7) weak road-
block/seldom stops change.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

States: El, E2, Cl.

The questionnaire items are as follows, and all items are
from Points of Time Ti, T2, T3, and T4.

3. My group works hard to achieve its goals.

4. M work :oup understands what we are trying
to acn ea.

5. I feel my group works well together.

6. I really feel my immediate work group is getting
things done.

7. When differences arise in my work group, we
have good ways for settling them ourselves.



329

Item 1 : Promote Cooperative Team Work

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

El & E2 E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

E
1

& E
2

N N N N N N N N

8 7 11 10 7 8 7
, .

rus a -Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H= 1.477 H= 5.565 H=0.200 H= 10.500

Sig.= NS _.. Sig.=.05 Sig.= NS Sig. =. 01
Binomial Test of Proportions

P=0.736 P=0.528 P=0.426 P=0.180

Sig.= NS sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

E
2 & E

2
E
1

& E
1

N

8

N

8

N .

7

Analysis of Variance

N
7

Kruska -Wallis One-Wa

H=2.318

Sin = NS

H=9.800

Silt.= 42
Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.02

Sig.= .05

P= 0.141

Sig.= NS
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Promote cooperative teamwork, Item #1, was a con-
tent category applied only to organizations El and E2.
It indicated no difference in emphasis between the States

prior to training. In the post-training periods, El
believed the program promoted cooperative teamwork more

than did E2 on two occasions: Spring 1971 and Spring 1972,
with the disparity greater in the latter period. Concern-
ing changes in emphasis over time, El reported no signifi-
cant changes, while E2 revealed an overall decline in the
belief that the promotion of cooperative teamwork was

due to their AMA training.

No differences appeared between the States in their
awareness of this issue. However, El's awareness of train-
ing's effects on encouraging cooperative teamwork signifi-
cantly increased between Fall 1970 and Spring 1972.

The second Content category, Amount of cooperative
teamwork present (one of the possible roadblocks to organi-
zational chaliggr, showed no differences between the States

before or after training. Assessing changes within the
States over time, training showed an impact on El, in that
El considered that the degree of cooperative teamwork
presented a smaller roadblock after training than before;

no measurable changes occurred in E2 or Cl.

Awareness of this variable was not significantly
different in El as compared to E2 or Cl before the train-

ing. However, E2 was more aware of cooperative teamwork

as a roadblock than Cl. In the post-training periods, five

points of significant differences in awareness appeared:

Both El and E2 grew more sensitive to this variable than

Cl in Spring 1971. Fall 1971 indicated a continuing dif-

ference, with E2 more aware of the presence of this road-
block than Cl; and E2's awareness was greater than either

El or Cl during Spring 1972. There were no changes in
awareness over time in either El or E2, but Cl was less

aware of cooperative teamwork constituting an obstacle in

Spring 1972 than they had been in Fall 1970.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #3, My grouv works hard to achieve its goals,
showed no effect of training in either Experimental State.
In terms of how strenuously the groups were described as

working, differences appeared between both El and E2 in

relation to the Control. Organization El indicated that
its groups worked harder than did the Control's; E2's
work group described itself as working less energetically
than the Control group's description of itself.
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Item #3: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

No effects attributable to training occurred in
either Experimental State during 1971. El thought their
work group worked as hard as those in the Control State and
retained this feeling over time; this relationship also
characterized the E2/C1 comparison. Neither changed, nor
did they differ from the Control State.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

El maintained its close proximity with Cl (as well.
as C2) on how it viewed goal-directed behavior. Neither
had revised its opinions up or down since the Fall of 1971.
However, training effects were evident in E2; these effects
were negative. All States thought their groups did not work
so well in the Spring as they had in the Fall; but E2's
decline was more pronounced than either Cl or C2. So the
effect of training on E2, at least during this period, was
to weaken this organization's efforts to attain educational
goals.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

When we compare pre- and post-training responses to
this item, we find that the AMA was able to have an overall
positive influence over El and E2. Persons in those States
reported significantly lower goal-directed activity in the
Spring of 1972 then they had before training began in the
Fall of 1970. However, as has been the case before, Cl's
work had decreased at a faster rate. According to the
logic of the research design, we can assume that El and
E2's performance losses would have been at least as great
as Cl's without AMA training, so this represents a positive
effect.

Item #4: Fall 1070 t? Spring 1971

Item #4, a questionnaire item, My work group under-
stands what we are trying to achieve, reflected no afects
attributable to tre_ning for either of the Exnerimental
States during the Fall 1970 to Spring 1971 period. Both
Experimental States differed from the Control State in the
degree of emphasis given to the item, however. Significantly
greater understanding existed in El than in the Control,
and significantly less comprehension showed in E2 than in
the Control.

Item #4: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

E2 had not changed its comprehension of what was
expected, nor did they differ in this regard from Cl.
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AMA training did prove helpful to El during this period.
While persons in that organization understood less than
previously indicated, this loss was not as great as the
Control State's, and a significant difference did show
between them. This, therefore, is a positive effect of
training.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

In El, training did not increase work-group under-
standing of the ends to which their activities were directed.
Comparing El to Cl and C2, none had undergone major changes
between the Fall of 1971 and the Spring of 1972, although
El remained significantly higher than Cl in what they knew
about their goals. E2 felt less certain about this organi-
zational variable in Spring 1972 than had been the case in
Fall 1971. Also, E2's understanding was declining faster
than the awareness of either Control State.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Looking at the effects of training from the perspec-
tive of 18 months (Fall 1970 to Spring 1972) reveals that
it had no effect in El and negative effects in E2. El's
understanding of group performance objectives did not
appreciably change after training nor did they differ from
the Control State, which had not received as much planning
theory and practice from the AMA. The negative impact on
E2 is the result of Cl's decrease in this area being not
as great as the decline which occurred in this Experimental
State. Significant differences also appeared between E2
and Cl; the latter knew more about what they were trying
to achieve than the former.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971,

Positive effects can be attributed to AMA training
as far as Item #5, I feel my group works well together, is
concerned. Neither El nor E2 felt the groups worked as
well together after training as their pre-training expecta-
tions had promised. However, this gap between promise and
performance was more than equaled in the Control State,
resulting in positive effects in both Experimental States.

Item #5: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Groups got along together even better in El and E2
on a T2-1.e3 comparison--but with negative results. Relative
to Cl, both experienced negative effects of training. For
although the Experimental States had improved their group
relations, the Control State, without any AMA training, had
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improved theirs even more. This slower rate of improve-
ment in El and E2 can be attributed to AMA training.

Item 05: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The positive/negative effects cycle apparent in the
two previous periods did not continue into this one. Signifi-
cant differences in the levels of intra-group cooperation
were recorded between El and C2 as well as between E2 and
Cl. In each case the relationship between the Experimental
State an the Control State differed. Groups did not work
as well in C2 as they did in El, but those in C2 got along
better than those in E2. These differences were not due to
either State changing its work patterns, but merely to con-
tinuing the old patterns. Under this condition, we can
attribute no effects to training.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

A comparison of group relations in each Experimental
State between Fall 1970 (pre-training) and Spring 1972
(post-training) provides an overall evaluation of the
effects of AMP training. The positive or negative effects
associated with this item in El in the past faded over
time. Consequently, no differences existed between El and
Cl or between El before training and El after training.
Groups work together leis well in E2 than in Cl; yet rela-
tions in both of these States have deteriorated since train-
ing concluded. But assuming that E2 would have experienced
a loss as severe as Cl had they not gone through the AMA
team planning process, a positive effect of training can
be assumed in E2, at least on this aspect of organizational
cooperation.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #6, I reallx feel my immediate work groun is
getting things done, reters to how effective the smallest
organizational units see themselves to be in accomplishing
what they consider worthwhile educational goals. Apparently,
training did not affect the performance of El, for when we
compare them to Cl no differences or changes can be
ascribed to Hamilton. There is a significant difference
and a negative effect in E2. That E2 was able to accomplish
less after training than before was significant.

Item #6: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

AMA training had no influence either way on either
Experimental State between Spring and Fall 1971. Work
groups in El and E2 did not perform better as a result of
training, although El had much higher performance levels
than the Control State.
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Item 06: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

El did not change their effectiveness during this
period. In this they resembled Cl and the Control State
added for this analysis alone (C2). Such an absence of any
differences over time or between the States makes it unlikely
that AMA training had any impact on this Experimental State.
E2 was not so fortunate; training hurt their effectiveness
during this year. As for accomplishment, E2 did less
between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. This downward trend was
the same in Cl but the rate of descent was slower even
though Cl lacked as much exposure to the AMA planning process.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

No differences existed between Cl and either Experi-
mental State. Performance at comparable levels was shown
in both sets of comparisons. Nevertheless, the accomplish-
ments of these organizations between Fall 1970 and Spring
1972 had changed; in all cases the change represented a net
loss in effectiveness. But while absolute levels declined
in the States, the speed at which they lost their ability
to get things done differed. The Cl comparison demonstrates
a positive effect of training in El and a negative effect
in E2. Training enabled El to slow its descent in relation
to Cl, but training influenced E2 to accomplish less at a
faster rate than the Control State.

Item #7: Fall 1970 toaringaln

Item #7, When arise in
we have good wayllwaif&ttriiigthsaffiiidex
of group effectiveness in resolving conflict. E2 is less
proficient at settling conflict than the Control State,
while El, E2 and Cl all were better at settling disagreement
before training. With training, however, El and E2 got
worse at a slower rate than Cl did without training. Both
Experimental States were thus affected positively by their
AMA experience.

Item #7: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

No changes occurred in 1971 in the Experimental
States' ability to resolve conflict within their work group.
They were also not significantly different than the Control
State. AMA, therefore, had done nothing for (or to) any
State during this period.
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Item #7: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Here again, no changes anpearcd over time nor any
differences between the States. Even the addition of the
second Control State does not alter the lack of any effect
of AMA training in El and E2 between the Fall of 1971 and
the following Spring.

Item #7: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972,

We now compare whether the Experimental States were
able to resolve group disagreement better before AMA train-
ing or over a year after training. ?s is the case in many
programs of this type, the positive effects observed in El
immediately after training had dissipated completely by
Spring 1972. But E2 seemed to be helped by the program,
since the Control State's skill in dealing with conflict
decreased faster than did E2's.

DATA SUMMARY

Management Team Relations

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item

1

2

IMPACT OF TRAINING
Type of Data

Positive No Negative
CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

Promote cooperative teamwork El E2

Amount of cooperative team-
work El E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 My group works hard to
achieve its goals. E1,E2

4 My work group understands
what we are trying to
achieve. El

5 I feel my group works well
together. E2

6 I really feel my immediate
work group is getting
things done. El

El

7 When differences arise in
my work group, we have good
ways for settling them
ourselves. E2 El

E2

E2
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Cooperative teamwork at essential to the team plan-
ning process was treated in two ways by the content analysis.
It was considered as a possible benefit of AMA training,
and as a potential obstacle to organizational change.
El received nearly what it expected before training by
way of benefit, while E2 benefited much less than antici-
pated. As a roadblock, cooperative teamwork remained at
similar pre- and post-training levels in E2, and diminished
in El.

The questionnaire items associated with group effec-
k tiveness recorded across-the-board reductions between

Fall 1970 and Spring 1972. Nevertheless, because of the
need to compare these Experimental State changes with
developments in the Control States during the same
period, negative effects were assigned on only two items.

Mixed training effects were associated with the
smooth functioning of work groups in both States. Groups
understood less about expected results in E2; they improved
techniques for settling conflict in E2; they accomplished
more in El and less in E2, and worked together better in
E2. The analysis showed no other effects.

E2's reaction to AMA training appears rather
unstable, as evinced by the numerous positive and negative
effects attributed to training, as well as by the scarcity
of E2 items on which training had no effect. Training
effects were minimal in E2; their management team rela-
tions were largely untouched by the training process.
The AMA team planning process did not create a team in
El; It merely worked with one that already existed.

Section 3: LEA Attitudinal Data

The intervening variables of the local education
agencies reflect their internal health. These variables
help determine if the procedures and principles of the AMA
team planning process will be translated into meaningful
changes and improved educational products.

The approach taken in this section resembles the
one we used in the SED's, where data was organized into
comparable categories:

A. Leadership Climate

B. Decisionmaking

C. Management Team Relations
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Data was gathered from participating LEA's through
the use of questionnaires only. In displaying question-
naire data within each category, two comments will be
provided:

1. Questionnaire Item: The statement in the
questionnaire to which a response was given on a scale of
(1) not at all to (7) very often.

2. Points of Time: For each item, the time at
which it was administered will be indicated (Ti = Fall
1970; T2 = Spring 1971; T3 = Fall 1971; T4 = Spring 1972).

The questionnaire items were administered in the
four Experimental groups during all time periods. In
addition, two Control groups were added for the T3 and T4
comparisons. Since every questionnaire item was asked,
at varying times, to the four Experimental groups and two
Control groups, it will not be necessary to specify the
LEA's on each item.

Results of training were usually determined on the
basis of a Tl-T4 comparison. In some instances, however,
it was considered appropriate to attribute effects after
T3-T4 comparisons. While offering a shorter time span,
these Fall 1971 to Spring 1972 comparisons were done with
Control groups present. The Tl-T4 comparisons lack Control
groups. The only exception to this general rule involves
those items that were designed to measure attitudes toward
AMA's role in the training. Since questions about the
AMA had limited relevance to those organizations which did
not participate in the program, the Control LEA's were not
asked to answer such questions.

Because of the procedural and methodological safe-
guards built into this research design, we have almost
equal confidence in the conclusions drawn from both sets
of evidence: Tl-T4 and T3-T4.

A. Leadership Climate

Six (6) questionnaire items were selected to assess
the leadership climate within the LEA's:

1. Based on information I have received from my
boss, rknow if / am measuring up in my job.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4 (The other
items in this category were sampled
at the same points in time.)

2. Ma manager encourages and supports innovation.
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3. Higher management's reactionsto the problems
which reach them are fair.

4. My manager knows and understands the problems
I face.

5. My manager recognizes when a problem is
developing and does something constructive
about it.

6. My manager shows confidence and trust in me.
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Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1 is Based on information I have received
from my boss, I know if I am measuring up in my job. No
significant differences existed between EL1 /EL2 or EL3/
EL4 although all four demonstrated less feedback on job
performance between Fall 1971 and Spring 1971. Introduc-
tion of the AMA change strategies to EL1 or EL2 cannot be
held to have affected either organization, given their
slight shifts over time. However, recalling the deleteri-
ous effect that lack of a control group exerts on our
findings, we still sense a negative training effect in
other Experimental LEA's. Decreased information flow was
sufficient to varrant such a conclusion in EL3 and EL4.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

EL3 and EL4 reversed their downward trend 'during
this nost-training period; information on how well members
were performing flowed better in the Fall of 1971 than in
the Spring. Since these more recent increases were not
very large, however, it is impossible to give AMA great
credit for them. The AMA exerted another positive impact
on EL1 and EL2, since both groups reported significant
increases with no measurable disparity between them. We
can ascribe positive training effects to both organizations
during this period.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Again, we can have more confidence about our analysis
here due to the addition of Control LEA's against which to
compare Experimental LEA progress. EL1 offers considerably
more data on job performance than EL2 or CL1. But compar-
ing the Experimental groups against each other and against
their respective controls, no definite effects of the AMA
experience appear between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

A review of possible changes over this 18-month
period reveals that bosses relayed slightly more informa-
tion after training in EL1 and EL2, but slightly less in
EL3 and EL4. These small gains and losses were in all
cases insignificant. Due to this statistical stability,
no training effects were measurable.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #2 is 141DIallrn.MMELIELT11,21IAinno-
vation. During 19 to
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Experimental LEA's (EL1, EL3 and EL4) showed declining
support for new ideas and change, while the fourth (EL2)
increased slightly. Only in the case of EL1 was the down-
ward shift significant; it reflected a negative effect
of training. No other LEA reported a loss of such
magnitude.

Item #2: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The negative training effects observed in EL1 were
temporary; this Experimental LEA showed a much more favor-
able impact of training T2-T3. The degree to which their
managers encouraged innovation rose considerably and this
was interpreted as a positive training effect. EL2 also
enhanced their supportive behavior but not enough to be
significant nor to open any gap with EL1. Similar
increases turned up in EL3 and EL4, but these were incon-
sequential; neither Experimental LEA differed from the
other in'a major way. Overall, therefore, the period
Spring to Fall 1971 brought positive effects to EL1 and
no effects to EL2, EL3, or EL4.

Item #2: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Encouragement and support for innovation fell in
all Experimental groups over time, but pone declined
enough to label this fall significant. A further compari-
son with the Control LEA's reinforces this conclusion.
While EL1 showed substantially more innovative activity
than CL1, and CL2's managers favored change more than
either EL3 or EL4 managers, these variations were stable
over time--all Experimental LEA's felt nearly the same in
both periods. Without any sizable modifications, it was
not possible to attribute any training effects to AMA in
T3-T4.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Taking a longitudinal view, we found that all
managers acted similarly toward innovation before and
after training. Any visible variations up or down or
between groups proved to be inconsequential. We thus con-
cluded that the AMA pilot program had no effect on the
degree to which managers in the LEA's supported innovative
activities.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #3 concerns how superiors respond to problems
brought to their attention: Higher management's reactions
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to the _problems which reach them are fair. Negative
training e acts occurre in EL who felt that reactions
of their superiors were more unfair after training than
before. In this they were substantially below the other
Experimental LEA in that State, EL1. No effects were
determined in EL3 or EL4. All LEA's, except EL3, met
with less favorable management responses between Fall
1970 and Spring 1971.

Item #3: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

There were no impressive changes on this organiza-
tional variable in EL3 or EL4 in 1971, although both
improved moderately. The real changes occurred in EL2;
higher management's reactions were much fairer in the Fall
than they had been in the Spring. This transformation was
definitely a result of AMA training. El also enhanced
their communication system but not enough to attribute
the improvement to the team planning process learned at
Hamilton.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

All Experimental LEA's declined during this period
although in no instance were reductions significant.
Differences were created by the varied rates of decline,
however. EL2 thought their managers responded to them
more unfairly than did EL1, and this difference was con-
siderable. When compared to the Control LEA added to
strengthen the Y2 research design, EL2 also showed at a
distinct disadvantage. No other difference was observed
between any Experimental LEA or between any Experimental
and Control LEA's.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The crucial Tl-T4 comparison revealed no training
effects. While EL1 continued to feel better about their
managerial relations than EL2, no changes over time were
involved in this difference. Nothing distinguished EL3
from EL4 although EL3 increased slightly while EL4 showed
a modest decline. Overall, therefore, in all LEAs the
AMA program did not influence higher management's reac-
tions to problems that reached them.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #4, /sa/x.mderstandstIMyrnanaerknovIerob-

lems I face, is inOaiiaat)rinjaentabeader-
ship climate. Between Fall 1970 and Spring 1071, management
understanding in the LEA's declined; most of all in EL1.
In fact the decreases in that organization were so
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pronounced when compared to PL2 that the AMA was held
accountable for negative training effects in EL1. There
existed no further change over time in any LEA, or sub-
stantial differences between them. Interpretation of
this data depended upon the four Experimental LEA's
alone, without benefit of a Control LEA; so we were
especially careful of our attributions.

Item 44: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971
7

No significant differences between the Experimental
LEA's were reported during 1071. With two exceptions,
no shifts anpeared in these agencies in how managers
viewed problems. The exceptions were EL1 and EL2. While
the managerial empathy aspect of their leadership climate
had declined Tl-T2, it rose appreciably T2-T3. EL1 was
able to credit training with positive effects; positive
effects followed in EL2. Both groups also exhibited a
growing consensus favoring this climatic improvement.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

The addition of the Control LEA's strengthen our
findings here. Two of these Control group comparisons
provided data on training effects. In one case (EL1 /CL1)
these effects were positive, since the Experimental LEA's
managerial knowledge of subordinate difficulties increased
again, while the same factor declined in the Control LEA's.
The other instance showed EL4 and CL2 decline; but since
the LEA which had been trained fell more severely than
the LEA which had not, negative effects were determined
in EL4.

Item #4: Fall 1910 to Spring 1972

The Experimental LEAs' feelings on this item before
training (Fall 1970) compared with how they felt after
training (Spring 1972) eviced the durability of training
effects. It appears in this case that these effects
lacked durability. For w'iatever the effects had Leen
earlier, in this most imcortant comparison they had
vanished. Ile found no measurable changes or differences,
and thus no training effects were assigned.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

What top administrators do about problems develop-
ing in their organizations is the subject of Item #5, a
mana er reco nizes when a roblem is develo in and does
somet ng constructive about Lt. From the pre- to =medi-
ate post-training periods, all LEA's experienced negative

01111111mmullmillumlimmummrammiii!
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training effects. Recognition of emerging issues fell
substantially as a result of the AMA program. Them:
were no major differences between FL1/EL2 or EL3/EL. at
this time.

Item #5: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

EL3 and EL4 met with no improvements in the 171
post-training periods. Their managements' respo:zes to
problems stabilized at about the same level as before.
However, positive training effects occurred in ELL Both
EL1 and EL2 gained considerably on these items between
Spring and Fall, but only EL1 was assigned positive
effects because of its steeper rise and because persons
in EL1 showed tremendously increased crnsensus reflecting
the higher opinion of their leadership.

Item 05: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

No difference showed in any Experimental LEA or
between the Experimental LEA's and the Control LEA's.
Furthermore, most of the management teams that were
trained were not viewed any differently in the Spring of
1972 than they had been in the Fall of 1971 Nevertheless,
a minority report cropped up here; EL3 and EL4 did change.
They reduced their constructive approach to problems, in
declines significant enough to have occurred as a result
of AMA training.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The negative change in EL3 and EL4 carried over into
the Tl-T4 comparison.. An overall assessment of the impact
of the team planning process revealed that it adversely
affected the leadership climate in both organizations.
EL2 had slightly greater success on this item while EL1
had a small decline, but neither group's change was
significant. Thus no training effects were attributed
to the AMA in EL1 or EL2.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

My manager shows confidence and trust in me is Item
#6 of this analysis, which shols LEA declines in this area
between Fall 1970 and Spring 1971. As far as EL3 and EL4
were concerned, the loss of confidence was not sizable
enough to be attributed to the AMA. However, EL1 and EL2's
drop was sufficient for the program to be held responsible.
In addition, agreement among persons in these organizations
was fragmented during this time, as indicated !y the in-
creased standard deviation.



356

Item 06: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

This decline was reversed in 1971. Both EL1 and EL2
showed favorable upward modification on this variable.
Confidence and trust were considerably improved as was
organizational consensus about those favorable elements of
leadership climate. Although small positive shifts
appeared in EL3 and EL4, these were minimal and reflected
a stabilization of earlier beliefs.

Item #6: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

EL1 became different from EL2 in T3T4. Both Experi-
mental LEAs' management relations grew more strained; how-
ever, E2 developed a significantly more hostile climate.
There were no training effects since neither group had
changed much over time. A comparison of ro with EL4 also
indicated that the team planning process had not affected
these organizations. Neither underwent major changes or
developed significant differences from the other. Consid-
eration of the Control LEA's reinforces this "no effects"
judgment.

Item #6: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

If we take the longest possible view of training
effects (between Fall 1970 and Spring 1972) none occurred
in the LEA's that participated in the AMA program. EL2
showed slightly less confidence and trust than EL1 before
training, and substantially less a year after training.
Nonetheless they did not demonstrate major changes over
time. EL3 and EL4 had no differences between them nor
had they much shifted these opinions between T1 and T4.



DATA SUMMARY

Leadership Climate

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

QUESTIONNAIREItem

1 Based on information I have
received from my boss, I know
if I am measuring up in my job.

2 My manager encourages and sup-
ports innovation.

3 Higher management's reactions
to the problems which reach
them are fair.

4 My manager knows and under-
stands the problems I face.

5 My manager recognizes when a
problem is developing and
does something constructive
about it.

6 My manager shows confidence
and trust in me.

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2, EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

Six items were designed to measure the impact of
AMA training on the leadership slimate in tile LEA's. Taking
the longest possible view (pre-training, Fall 1970, to
Spring 1972), we find that with two exceptions no signifi-
cant effects on the relations between managers and their
subordinates were shown.

Two exceptions to this general pattern appear on
Item ff5, on which EL3 and EL4 experienced negative effects
of training concerning the extent to which managers seemed
able to recognize and resolve problems.

Looking at the individual LEA's, we see a common
pattern in which EL1 generally believed it had a more
positive leadership climate than any of the other LEA's,
although this feeling was not statistically significant.
Over time, all the school districts exnerienced a
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stabilization effect and showed approximately the same
attitudes toward their leadership after training, as they
had held before it. The training program with the AMA
did not affect attitudes concerning this category of
variables, with the two exceptions noted.

This analysis clearly indicates that AMA training
does not influence subordinates' attitudes toward managers,
Isrw may be the direct result of the fact that the managers
do not act differently before and after AMA training.

B. Decisionmaking

The analysis of decisionmaking will be based on
three questionnaire items:

1. The Pe°,041...EIVILITEILISDIappro-
priately in setting the goals of our work.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3. T4

2. I am a?propriately involved in decisions
affecting my work.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4

3. I .;an influence the goals, methods, and
ailivitiFsOrmy organization.

of Time: TS, T4
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3 I can influence the goals. methods,
and activities of my organization.

Fall, 19'1

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3-
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

N

3

24
29

,ln

SD SD

5.375
5.125 1.4831 23 15.000
5.517 11.1211 27 15 .000

cAA n qR7 2n 46()

.263

1.087
1.664
1 714

33 5.363 1.167

182 166

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

4 T
4

F

Experimental LEA#1W/ 0.040

Experimental

LEA#2

Experimental LEA#3W/ 1

x.erimental LEA#4 Row 0.528

Col,

Row 4.766

xperimental LEAt1W /
pontrol LEA #1
Experimental LEA#2W/
pontrol LEA #1
Experimental LEA#3W /

Control LEA #2

Signif.

NS
.05
NS
NS

Row 1.997 NS
Col.

Row

Col.
Row

0.020 NS
0.515 NS
0.043 NS
0.617 NS

Experimental LEA W Col. 0.378
Control LEA #2 Row 0.000
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Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1, The people I work with participate appro-
priately in setting the goals of our work, indicates
felt involvement in organizational decisionmaking.
Measurement in Fall 1970 (before training) and again in
Spring 1971 (immediately after training) indicates EL1,
EL2, and EL4 considered that their role in setting goals
diminished after training. On the other hand, EL3 sensed
a minor enlargement of their involvement, but not a
significant one. Neither was the decline endured by EL3
significant. However, the reductions which transpired in
EL1 and EL2 were substantial and comparable in each
organization. Although the lack of a control group must
be considered in appraising training effects, it is still
clear that decreased levels of participation in EL1 and
EL2 were negative impacts of the AMA program.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Comparing T2-T3 responses to this item reveals
across-the-board positive effects of training. Every
Experimental LEA increased their involvement in estab-
lishing work goals, and in every case the increase.was
major. EL1 showed much greater participation than EL2;
while EL3 and EL4 were about the same.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

What occurred in Tl-T2 reoccurred in T3-T4 on a
larger scale: Not only did EL1 /EL2 reduce participation
in decisions on goals, but this downward movement took
place in EL3/EL4. Losses in the former were minimal
while those in the latter were sizable. However, compar-
ing both sets of LEA's to their respective Controls
indicates no effects of training. No significant changes
over time nor any significant differences between the
Experimental and Control LEA's were found.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

Small increases in appropriate partic.paticn in goal
setting were experienced in EL1. ComparablE increases
appeared in EL2 and EL3. EL4's involvement weakened slight-
ly. None of these changes was significant from Fall 1970
to Spring 1972. And since this long view is the most
crucial comparison, we cannot hold training accountable
for any effects in any Experimental LEA's.
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Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #2, I am appropriately involved in decisions
affecting my work, is an audit of the Experimental LEA's (4)
over two points of time: pre- and immediately post-train-
ing. In EL3 and EL4, AMA cannot be held responsible for
their losses in involvement since these changes were not
at significant levels; these organizations also showed
comparable levels of participation. Yet EL1 and EL2 were
significantly less participative after training than they
had been before. Due to these considerable reductions
(with no measurable variation between EL1 and EL2), the
AMA must be assigned negative Tiara-Fig effects.

Item #2: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Involvement in the LEA's was enhanced by their
introduction to the team Planning process during this
period. Considerable increases were reported by them.
EL1 not only felt the greatest influence over their deci-
sionxnaking process but also reached closer consensus on
this point (as shown by a drop in the SD column--standard
deviation).

Item #2: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

EL3 and EL4 sensed more participation in the Fall
of 1971 than they did in the following Spring. While this
decrease was significant when each was compared to the
other, it was insignificant when Control LEA (EL1) entered
the analysis. Consequently, the fact that T3-T4 showed
diminishing involvement in work-related decisions in these
LEA'S is not the result of the AMA program. During this
period, EL1 and EL2, while consistent in their different
levels of involvement, were also stable over time; no
training effects appeared in them, either.

Item 12: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The most valuable perspective is longitudinal. We
examine felt participation before and after training to
assess what effect, if any, AMA exerted on the decision-
making processes a full year after training. Mere does
not appear to be much difference in any group's involve-
ment between Fall 1970 and Spring 1972. Any superficial
differences proved statistically insignificant. What the
LEA's did at Hamilton seemed to have no effect on this
aspect of their decisionmaking processes.
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Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Item #3, I can influence the goals, methods, and
activities of my organization, was asked Only.in Y2. Any
conclusions drawn from this item must be handled with
caution. An analysis of the data indicates no significant
differences over time between the LEA's and the Control
groups. Only one significant difference appears in a
comparison of two LEA's: EL1 and EL2 differed signif i-
cantly; personnel in ELi saw themselves as more influen-
tial on the goals of the organization than personnel in
EL2. However, because no significant change occurred
overtime in either LEA, no training effects can be
ascribed.

DATA SUMMARY

Decisionmaking

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data
Positive No Negative

QUESTIONNAIRE Effect Effect Effect

1 The people I work with
participate appropriately
in setting the goals of
our won.k.

2 I am appropriately in-
volved in decisions affect-
ing my work.

3 I can influence the goals,
methods, and activities of
my organization.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

An analysis of these three items about the decision-
making climate in the LEA's clepxly indicates no effects
that can be attributed to their training with the American
Management Association.

From the specific LEA's a persistent pattern
emerges once again. Personnel in ELi express a higher
level of participation in the decisionmaking prokas
within the district than is expressed in the other LEA's.
This difference is not significant, however. From a
longitudinal perspective, every LEA in this study showed
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no significant change in their decisionmaking pattern.
If the pattern was relatively open before training, it
remained so. If personnel felt that they were not appro-
priately drawn into the affairs of the school district,
their attitudes remained so.

As we have indicated, these findings should be
interpreted with every caution appropriate to a research
design that lacks a pre-test with a Control group.

C. Management Team Relations

These five questionnaire items have been selected
to evaluate management team relations:

1. My group works hard to achieve its goals.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4 (The other
items in this category have the
same four points of time.)

2. My work group understands what we are trying
to achieve.

3. I feel my group works well together.

4. I really feel my immediate work group is
getting things done.

5. When differences arise in my work group, we
have good ways for settling them ourselves.
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Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1 attempts to measure goal-directed activity
by eliciting reactions to the statement My work group
works hard to achieve its goals. Experimental LEA's #3
and #4 apparently worked harder than LEA's #1 and #2.
Scores in the former were aggregately higher although no
change occurred on a pre/post-training comparison. The
AMA program had a negative impact on ELF and EL2, how-
ever. Groups in those organizations put out signifi-
cantly less effort after training.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Apparently the negative result of AMA training
reported in Tl-T2 in EL1 and EL2 had been reversed by the
time of the T2-T3 assessment. Much more work was devoted
to educational goals in Fall 1971 than in Spring 1971.
In fact, the output reached at T3 was even greater than
either Experimental LEA had achieved in Tl. This consti-
tutes a positive effect of learning the AMA planning
process There were mixed results in EL3 and EL4; one
group went up and the other dropped. Neither change was
attributable to training.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Our assessment at this time can be more definitive
than during the preceding periods due to the addition of
Control LEA's. As before, comparisons that use these
controls engendered the same conclusions as comparisons
without them. Contrasting EL1 with EL2, and EL3 with
EL4, we found no significant differences between them nor
did ether experience any changes between Fall 1971 and
Spring 1972. Based on this evidence, none of the groups
was affected by AMA training. Adding the Control LEA's
confirms this judgment: none of the Experimental LEA's
changed in comparison to them. Two sets of data,provide
the same results: no effects could reasonably be called
the responsibility of AMA.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

No major difference existed between E1 /E2 or E3/E4
in Fall 1970, before training began, and between these
same organizations in Spring 1972, after it ended. EL1
labored hardest to achieve their goals, followed by EL3,
EL4 and EL2, but none of them changed over time. This
absence of any important movement one way or the other
necessitates a firding of no training effects on this
variable.
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Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Organizational comprehension of expected results
is assessed by Item #2, My work group understands what we
are tging to achieve. Some improvements were made in
EL3 atter training, but these were so minimal as to be
unattributable to the AMA program. Conversely, EL4's
grasp of intended ends contracted, but it was still insuf-
ficient for assignment of any effects. Negative effects
occurred in EL1 and EL2. Both Experimental LEA's declined
significantly between Fall 1970 and the following Spring;
they showed less understanding of expected results after
training.

Item #2: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Little alteration was noted in EL3 or EL4 during
the post-training period; whatever change took place was
insignificant, aid thus unattributable to the AMA. In
T2-T3, EL3 displayed slightly less understanding, while
EL4 showed somewhat more. However, the sizable gains
registered by EL1 and EL2 in 1971 indicated a positive
effect; both groups notably strengthened their grasp of
the purpose of their work. Both Experimental LEA's showed
commensurate gains.

Item #2: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

EL1, EL2, EL3, and EL4 stabilized their levels of
understanding between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972. Although
a difference of some significance between FL1 and EL2
was revealed, it was inadequate justification for ascrib-
ing any effects to AMA training. EL3 and EL4 also did not
recast their comprehension sufficiently that any change can
be attributed to training. These opinions were strengthened
by continued evaluation of Experimental and Control LEA
differences. In comparison with the appropriate Control
group, none of the Experimental LEA's significantly
differed, nor did any shift over time. Therefore, the
direct comparison of ELl/EL2 and EL3/EL4 as well as the
comparisons with CL1 and CL2'offered the same conclusion:
no effect of training.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1C'72

A review of felt levels of understanding before
training (Fall 1970) and of the same levels almost a year
after training (Spring 1972) provides an overall assessment
of the impact of AMA upon this variable. While the LEA's
that entered the team planning process all showed limited
growth in their understanding of expected results, these



increasqp were inconsequential. For this reason, the
MA program is not responsible for any effects, positive
or negative, in any group.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1P71

Looking at Item #3, I feel mygroun works well
together, during the immediate pre- and post-training
periods reveals that, with one exception, all LEA's had
less satisfactory team relations after training. EL3
slightly improved its work group relations. However,
only one such change was significant enough to attribute
to AMA training. EL1 and EL2 showed a negative training
effect, for in both states work relations deteriorated
over time; EL2 fell faster than EL'.

Item #3: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Further training effects appeared during this
period. EL1 and EL2 reversed the negative effect noted
above. Their work team relations improved significantly
over time, rising above pre-training levels. Although
EL3 and EL4 also improved in this comparison, the change
was not statistically significant.

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

EL1, 2, 3, and 4 all stabilized over this period
and showed no effects attributable to AMA training. The
addition of the Control LEA's here demonstrates no
significant differences over time between the Experimental
LEA's and the Control groups. A significant difference
between EL3 and Control EL2 appears, but because no
significant difference is shown over time, no training
effect can be attributed.

Item #3: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

An analysis of the levels of favorable work rela-
tions before training and almost a year afterward reveals
no significant changes over time among the four Experimen-
tal LEA's. A significant difference does appear between
EL1 and EL2 (holaing time constant), but no significant
change appeared over time and thus no effects of AMA
training are ascribed. In summary, then, the LEA's on
this item remained approximately stable throughout our
research periods.



Item #4: Fall 1970 to Srring 1971

Item #4, I really feel my immediate work group is
getting things done, attempts to measure the degree to
which peisnns feel their work groups accomplish results.
A Tl-T2 comparison on this item shows a significant
negative training effect between EL1 and EL2 over time.
These two school districts declined in a statistically
significant way in the degree to which they believed they
were accomplishing results. FL3 and EL4 remained rela-
tively stable over this period, showing no training effects.

Item #4: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

A resurgence occurs in this period in EL1 and EL2.
Over time, both school districts attained levels higher
than their pre-training scores. This produced a positive
training effect. EL3 and EL4 continued to show no train-
ing effects in this comparison.

Item #4: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

No significant movement occurs over this time in
any LEA. Consequently no training effects can be ascribed.
The addition of the Control LEA's shows no significant
differences between the LEA's, either holding time con-
stant or over time. In general, all the Experimental
LEA's typically stabilized during this comparison.

Item #4: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

A comparison of the Experimental LEA's pre-training
responses with those a year after training indicates
no significant effects as a result of AMA training. The
amount of work people felt they were accomplishing remained
nearly the same: All LEA's experienced general stabiliza-
tion and returned to their pre-training levels by Spring
1972.

Item #5: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Asking When differences arise in my work group,
we have good was for settling them ourselves, Item #5
attempts to measure the degree to which people believe
conflict can be constructively resolved within their work
groups. A Tl-T2 comparison shows no significant training
effect on this item. The respondents generally saw them-
selves in the same relative position on this issue before
and immediately after training. No negative or positive
training effects occurred.
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Item #5: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

Between EL1 and EL2, this comparison shows a
significantly positive effect of AMA training over time.
A consistent pattern appears in both LEA's in a T2-T3
comparison. The ability of work groups to handle conflict
improved significantly between Spring and Fall 1971.
EL3 and EL4 also follow a pattern that is linked to their
general management team relations, and they show no change
over time or between themselves.

Item #5: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

It appears that the rapid improvement in conflict
management in EL1 and EL2 reverses itself in a T3-T4
comparison. When these LEA's are compared with the Con-
trol group, however, a positive effect of ARA training
emerges. While both Experimental LEA's are dropping, the
Control LEA is falling at a faster rate. As we have
indicated before, this data must be interpreted. cautiously
because of the lack of pre-training data for the Control
LEA. But EL3 and EL4 again demonstrate no effect of
training when compared with each other or with the Con-
trol LEA.

Item 05: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

A comparison of pro- training data with data recorded
in T4 indicates no effects of AMA training on this item.
Groups in these school districts were apparently no
better able to handle conflict in their work groups after
training than before. No significant changes were recorded
either between the LEAs or over time.
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DATA SUMMARY

Management Team Relations

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972
IMPACT OF TRAINING

ape of Data
Positive No Negative

Item QUESTIONNAIRE Effect Effect Effect

1 My work group works hard EL1,EL2,
to achieve its goals. EL3,EL4

2 My work group under- FL1,EL2,
stands what we are try- EL3,EL4
ing to achieve.

3 I feel my group works
well together.

4 I really feel my imme-
diate work group is
getting things done.

5 When differences arise
in my work group, we
have good ways for
settling them ourselves.

EL1,EL2,
.EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

These five items were designed.to measure the
extent to which the AMA's process goals for the develop-
ment of a management team were accomplished. The longitu-
dinal perspective of this study clearly indicates that
AMA training did not influence the team relations in
these school distats either positively or negatively.

Items #1 and #2, which refer specifically to the
clarity of goals within work groups, reveals that FL1's
groups understood most clearly their aims. All the LEA's
experienced limited growth in their knowledge of expected
results, but in no case was this significant enough to
attribute to AMA training.

Items #3, #4, and #5 were designed to reflect the
attitudes of group members regarding their ability to work
together and to resolve emergent conflicts. Again we
find a pattern of general stabilization over taw; all
the LEAs have reverted to their approximate pre-training
levels by the Spring of 1972.



Our overall conclusion regarding this category
of variables is that NIA trainin sim 1 has no effect
on modes of personal relations w th n work groups in
the organizations that are trained. In many cases,
LEA's showed low mean scores in the immediate post-
training period, ahich over the course of the second
year of this evaluation regained their pre-training.
levels.

Section 4: Summary and Conclusions

Our purpose in Chapter Five was to evaluate the
extent to which the AMA training process affected the
internal health of the Exnerimental organizations. The
AMA has specific process goals for leadership climate,
decisionmaking, and management team relations which we
wished to evaluate.

An 'ttempt is made in the training design to
instill modern concepts of management, including the
development of strong patterns of leadership which sup-
port the organization's goals; decentralization of
decisionmaking so that people who are responsible for
decisions actually make them; and the development of
teams of managers who can work together constructively
to achieve the goals of the organization (which should
be the goals of the team).

The importance of these intervening variables was
established earlier. Our purpose here is not to provide
further evidence of their central place in the transforma-
tion of training input into planning output. We intend
now to determine to what extent AMA has been able to
affect positively these variables. Has training bred an
organizational environment into which the team planning
process can successfully be introduced?
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS

INTERVENING VARIABLES - STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972 IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

LEADERSHIP CLIMATE

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 Based on information I have
received from my boss, I
know if I am measuring up
in my job. El

2 My manager encourages and
supports innovation. El

3 Higher management's reac-
tions to the problems which
reach them are fair. E2 El

4 My manager knows and under-
stands the problems I face. El

5 My manager recognizes when
a problem is developing and
does something constructive
about it. El

6 My manager shows confidence
and trust in me. El

DECISIONHAKING

CONTENT

1 Involvement in Decision-
making in the State
Department

2 Quality of Decisionmaking
in the State Department

3 Influence of Planning on
decisiormaking process

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

E2

E2

F.2

E2

E2

QUESTIONNALRE

4 The people I work with
participate appropriately
in setting the goals of
our work. El E2

5 I am appropriately involved
in decisions affecting my
work. E1,E2
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cont'd)
IMPACT OF TRAINING

Item me of Data
6 I can influence the goals,

methods, and activities
of my organization.

MANAGEMENT TENS RELATIONS

CONTENT

1 Promote cooperative team-
work

2 Amount of cooperative
teamwork

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

El,E2

El E2

El E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 My work group works hard
to achieve its goals. El,E2

4 My work group understands
what we are trying to
achieve. El E2

5 I feel my group works well
together. E2 El

6 I really feel my immediate
work group is getting
things done. El E2

7 When differences arise in
my work group, we have
good ways for settling
them ourselves. E2 El

Mixed effects of training on the SED intervening
variables appear. Except for items associated with lead-
ership climate, no clear trends are apparent when one
scans the data summary charts. But subsequent examina-
tion reveals two definite patterns, each connected with
an Experimental State.

One pattern which becomes evident is the positive
effects attributable to training in El. Items related to
the three categories reveal that, while the AMA did not
affect many of them, it had positive effects on some and
negative effects on none. After training, leadership
climate improved most. Persons in that organization felt
better about their management team's leadership style
after training, and this improvement was sufficient to be



defined as a positive training effect in five of the six
it-:ms associated with this category.

The other pattern which emerges is the continual
negative impact of training on F2's intervening variables.
Items associated with leadership climate, decisionmaking
and management team zelations were adversely affected by
training in E2. This negative consistency does not augur
well for planning (which will be evaluated as an end
result variable in Chapter Six). What may he harmed are
future plans to be, or not to be, developed, as well as
the potential sunport of people in the organization--a
prerequisite of transforming paper plans into action plans.

SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS

DATA SUMMARY

INTERVENING VARIABLES - LOCAL
EDUCATION AGENCIES

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

QUESTIONNAIRE

LEADERSHIP CLIMATE

1 Based on information I have
received from my boss, I rut=
know if I am measuring up EL3,EL4
in my job.

2 My manager encourages and EL1,EL2,
supports innovation. EL3,EL4

3 Higher management's reactions
to the problems which reach PL1,EL2,
them are fair. EL3,m4

4 My manager knows and under- EL1,EL2,
stands the problems I face. EL3,EL4

5 My manager recognizes when a
problem is developing and
does something constructive
about it. EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

6 My manager shows confidence EL1,EL2,
and trust in me. EL3,EL4

DECISIONMAKING

1 The people I work with parti-
cipate appropriately in set-
ting the goals of our work.'

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4
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SUMMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS (cont'd)

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

QUESTIONNAIRE

2 I am appropriately involved
in decisions affecting my EL1,EL2,
work. EL3,EL4

3 I can influence the goals,
methods, and activities of EL1,EL2,
my organization. EL3,EL4

MANAGEMENT TEAM RELLTIONS

1 My work group works hard to EL1,EL2,
achieve its goals. .EL3,EL4

2 My work group understands what EL1,EL2,
we are trying to achieve. EL3,EL4

3 I feel my group works well EL1,EL2,
together. EL3,EL4

4 I really feel my immediate
work group is getting EL1,EL2,
things done. EL3,EL4

5 When differences arise in
my work group we have good
ways for settling them EL1,EL2,
ourselves. EL3,EL4

Turning to the Local Educational Agencies (LEA's)
in our analysis of the effects of AMA training on the
intervening variables, we are faced with striking
results. With only two exceptions, no statistical evi-
dence of AMA training effect appearea-in the Experimen-
tal LEA's; the two effects recorded were negative. In
other words, the two LEA's in question were worse off
after training on these items than they had been before
training.

Our analysis makes it quite clear that the AMA
trainin roOram sim 1 does not have an si nificant
e ect over time on these var ales. T s s not to say

t--I---r---T----vrltaorqanizatonztrlattheExPerr do not practice these



management techniques; in fact, at least one LEA evinced
a consistent pattern of very high mean scores on most
items. Our results do say that, if an organization
practices competent management techniques before AMA
training, it will continue to practice them afterward,
showing no appreciable effect from the AMA nrocess. On
the other hand, an organization with a low level of
managerial skills will not benefit from AMA training,
either. It may well continueto preserve dysfunctional
management patterns.

In closing, we must point out again that, while
we have confidence in our findings, we caution readers to
remember that the research design upon which our conclu-
sions are based is not as powerful as we would like. As
discussed in Chapter Two, a research design that lacks
a pre-training Control Group test has limitations. How-
ever, the addition of the Control LEA's in the T3-Tt.
.comparison gives us confidence in these conclusions that
nearly equals our faith in the conclusions regarding the
SED data.

Overall Conclusion

The effects of training on the Educational Agen-
cies' intervening variables are diverse enough to defy absolute
interpretation. Positive, negative, and no effects are
spread across the items and organizations without any
dominant pattern.

No brief statement could accurately describe what
we observed concerning the intervening variables, and a
longer explanation would violate the purpose of a summary.
It can be argued that any movement in this .complicated
area indicates a succeilful AMA intervention. But if we
assume (as we must) that AMA wanted to create positive
training effects upon these organizations' intervening
variables, then the results and conclusions are indeed
mixed. For the AMA partially succeeded, they partially
failed, and in part they showed no effect at all.

Training influenced the "internal state and health"
of each organization in different ways. Yet if we
categorize, and perhaps oversimplify, the data by organi-
zation, then the terms "success," "failure" and "no effect"
assume more meaning. It then becomes evident that train-
ing influenced the intervening variables of El positively,
E2 negatively, and of the four LEA's hardly at all. The
AMA produced one set of successful results out of six
possible opportunities.
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CHAPTER' SIX

END RESULT VARIABLES

Overview

The central concern of this evaluation is the
impact of the AMA training program. We hava defined
"impact" in two ways. In the chapter on causal variables,
we viewed it as satisfaction of the AMA gaTEFIETHET---
ranging from defining the institution's mission to design-
ing an evaluation methodology. "Impact" became improve-
ments in the internal decisionmaking process and organi-
zational climate in the intervening variables chapter.

Now we define "impact" in still another, and perhaps
most important, way. This chapter on end result variables
examines impact as the "achiellements orthT7iginitialior"1,r1
such as services provided or goods produced. Given change
or lack of change in the causal and intervening organiza-
tional variables, how has AMA training affected what the
educational agencies actually Produce for their own use
or their clients' benefit?

Improvements in how an institution makes strategic
action assignments or deals with interpersonal conflict
are essential to organizational planning and growth, but
such improvements can be considered as a means to another
end: the design and implementation of a long-range
strategic plan.2 Unless plans are being written,
other efforts to build an effective educational plan-
ning process become virtually meaningless.

1Rensis Likert, The Human Organizati n (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1967), p. 29.

2American Management Association, "Feasibility and
Pilot Programs Proposal: Adapting and Testing Buiiness
Management Development Programs for Educational Adminis-
trators" (mimeograph), June 22, 1910, rp. 4-5. The 14th
criterion on which the AMA program was to be evaluaited
was the extent to which the experimental agencies-had
4produ0bd and are implementing a long-range strategic
plan."
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Furthermore, we should study the extent to which
administrative objectives specified in the plan are be-
ing achieved. While plans constitute a legitimate output
of the training, they are clearly a means to the end of
being able to measure nrogress toward the agency's
administrative objectives. To be sure, pip . exist
before progress can be made toward objecti *at:
measurable progress is a better test of AMA training
effectiveness than plans alone are. Asserting that the
ESED will "By September 1971 assist in the establishment
of 35 new Kind!rgarten-Early Childhopd Education Centers"
is one thing; ,,eing able to show that this objective
has been accomi.lished shows AMA training impact of a
higher order. Without measurable progress, plans may be
worthless paper. Both plans and progress are appropriate
end-result variables but one is a more substantial end
result than the other.

Even plans and progress to. and administrative
objectives are not the last links in this extended means-
ends chain. An ultimate test of the worth of the pm
nrogram would be "the output of the system measured in
terms of the skills and aptitudes transmitted to
students in the educational systems."3 But while many
objectives are written for student outcomes, evaluating
wtsther they are being achieved is premature at this time.

We can look at progress toward some student objec-
tives more than a year after training ended (especially
on the strategy level). .Yet a more comprehensive judg-
ment of effects of the AMA team planning process on the
education of students must wait until the agencies have
had ample time to implement the objectives enumerated in
their action plan. Rensis Likert identified this problem
in his own studies:

. . . the time intervals reauired
before both productivity began to
increase and before the situation
reached a state of relative equi-
librium was appreciably longer than
those conducting the work had ex-
pected. Changes in the causal
variables . . . apparently require
an appreciable period of time before

3
Jesse Burkhead (with Thomas G. Fox and John W.

Holland), Input and Output in Large City High Schools
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1967). See also:
Raymond E. Klawuhn and Alexander J. Basso, "Final Report:
Adapting and Testing Business Management Development Pro-
grams for Educational Administrators" (mimeograph), Jan.,
1972, p. 30.

)
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the impact of the change is fully
manifest in corresponding improvement
in the end result variables.

Time becomes an even more important factor when the objec
tives are not scheduled for completion until after our
evaluation is published; most of the student SeEiVioral
objectives in these plans are not expected to be reached
until after we go to press. A report written in mid-1972
cannot too precisely assess the extent to which ESED #2
has accomplished this goal: "By 1977, 85% of all 15 year
old students will demonstrate computational skills as
determined by appropriate criterion referenced tests."
Our concern will be, therefore, to measure progreas
toward goals.

This is not to suggest a need for a Y3 evaluation
program. Making strategic action assignments is an
essential precondition for the design of long-range plans.
Likewise, an assessment of plan quality and preliminary
indications of early progress toward its administrative
realization provide a clue to future developments and
directions.

. . . the available evidence indicates
that there are consistent and dependable
relationships among the causal, interven-
ing, and end result variables. When all
of the relevant factors are taken into
consideration, especially time, and the
proper analyses made, consistent positive
relationships can be expected among the
causal, intervening, and end result
variables in every organization.

Therefore, this chapter (1) compares selected plans
with established criteria for good planning and (2) reviews
progress toward those objectives and strategies with
approximate completion dates.

Chapter Six is divided into five (5) sections. The
first three (3) concentrate on the ESED's. Section 1
evaluates the plans themselves while Section 2 measures
progress toward objectives. For purposes of logical
presentation, we title Sedtion 1 "Intermediate Output" and
Section 2 "Final Output."

Section 3 revakws.the extcritto which persons within
the ESED's feel they have produced a long-range strategic

4
Likert, 2E. 2:4., pp. 80-81.

5
Ibid., pp. 98-99.



388

plan, as well as what progress they sense has been made
toward the objectives of the plan.

Section 4 focuses on the Experimental LEA's. Here
we evaluate the plans produced as a result of AMA training,
against the same criteria used for the ESED's. We also look
at what participants think about the plans, and offer
conclusions on the impact of AMA training on LEA end-result
variables.

Section 5 integrates conclusions from previous
sections. It presents the overall conclusions of the
research team and a comprehensive summary of our findings
and analysis in this chapter.

Section 1: Intermediate OutpaSagla

To evaluate the plans produced by two Experimental
State education agencies is no mean task. Each agency
has numerous bureaus, sections, divisions, and offices.
Attempting to study them all is beyond the resources of
this research team. It would also be irrelevant to the
actual status of the planning process in the Experimental
agencies, since many units have not yet produced or com-
pleted action on their plans.

In order to obtain a representative sample of
plans that would be fair to the agencies as well as con-
sistent with the purposes of this evaluation, we chose to
concentrate on the priority areas established by the
ESED's.6 Those were most likely to have been fully
developed. Priority areas are usually accorded greater
attention and more resources. If these plans were unsatis-
factory, we could reasonably assume that goals with lower
priority would be similarly weak. On this basis, the
plans chosen for evaluation were those written for:f

ESED. #1

Career Education
Early Childhood
Reading

ESED #2

Early Childhood
Human Relations
Reading

6
Priorities for ESED #1 are largely informal, while

those for ESED #2 are formal and have been widely publicized
throughout the educational system.

7
Each state was asked to provide the research team

with current plans for their priority areas. Plans were
not received for ESED #1's Early Childhood Education pro-
gram, so it cannot be included at this stage of analysis.
Fortunately, its division director made a special report
on progress toward objectives and strategies specified by
the plan with proximate completion dates. This data will
be used in the Final Output section.
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Drawing on several sources, the research team
developed criteria by which to assess the formal quality
of these plans.8 They encompass the essential elements
of planning documents; each criterion bears upon the subse-
quent acceptance and success of the plan.

CRITERION INDICATOR OF

1. Title: serves to identify the program and
its sponsoring /operating unit.

2. Identification: persons preparing and approving plan.
The person(s) assigned responsibil-
ity for implementing a plan will
want to know the names of the per-
sons who prepared the plan in case
he needs their assistance. It is
also useful to know by whose author-
ity the plan has been approved. This
will give implementers some indica-
tion of the importance of the plan
as well as give it organizational
legitimacy.

3. Needs Assessment: short statement of the unmet needs
for which the plan is designed. A
need is the difference between cur-
rent conditions and conditions that
are desired. A clear needs assess-
ment provides the rationale for the
plan's existence and states its
contribution to meeting the need.

8
Primary source was Preston P. LeBreton and Dale A.

Henning, Planning Theory (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pren-
tice-Hall, Inc., 1961).

Secondary sources included Robert N. Anthony,
Planning and Control Systems: A Framework for Analysis
(Boston: Harvard University Press, 1065); Bertram M.
Gross, Organizations and their Managing (Yew York: The
Free Press, 1968); Daniel Stufflebeam et al., Educational
Evaluation and Decision Making (Bloomington, Indiana:
Phi Delta Kappa, Inc., 1971); Joseph S. Wholey et al., Fed-
eral Evaluation Policy (Washington, D.C.: The Urban In=
tute, 1970).

Organizational Documents included Joe Wolvek,
Comprehensive Planning in State Education Agencies (Des
Moines, Iowa: Iowa De,artment oT Public Instruction,
1968); "Educational Ncds Assessment: A Statewide Design
for Texas" (Texas Education Agency, 1971); George Muench
et al., "Educational Goals and Objectives" (California
School Boards Association, 1969).
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4. Recommendations: enumeration of what ought to be done
to meet identified needs. Recom-
mendations may be short- or long-

_ range, timeless or continuous in
nature. Recommendations should be
organized into a means-ends chain
linking broad statements of nurpose
(mission), intermediate goals (con-
tinuing and specific objectives)
and specific methods for achieving
them (strategies). Closely con-
nected with, if not included in,
recommendations are the following
plan elements:

5. Expected Results: anticipated payoffs from the adoption
cf any recommendations expressed
in measurable terms, specifying who
Will benefit (clients) and by how
much. This serves as a standaby
3NIZI to evaluate success of the
plan. It also justifies the re-
sources requested to implement it.

6. Time Frames: an indication of when recommendations
are to be implemented and when they
are expected to be complete. While
less important than the completion
date, the implementation date indi-
cates the time available to manage-
ment to prepare themselves before
action on the plan. The completion
date serves as another basis on which
to evaluate the plan; a comparison
of actual and expected completion
dates is an indicator of plan quality.

7. Responsibility: assignment of each recommendation
to a specific person(s) group(s),
or operating unit(s). Objectives
assigned to everyone frequently become
the responsibility of no one.

8. Resource an estimate of the personnel, money,
Requirements: material, or information needed to

attain each recommendation. Provides
superiors with some indication of
how much the plan might cost, as well
giving a basis on which to compare:

(a) expected results with costs
(cost/benefit study)

(b) alternative uses of the same
resources.
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CRITERION INDICATOR OF

9. Evaluation
Strategies:

10. Rationale:

methods used to measure progress
toward recommendations. An attached
evaluation strategy gives persons
responsible for plans (and those to
whom they are responsible) reliable
data on the extent to which recom-
mendations are attained. Lack of
such strategies makes it difficult
to separate programs that work and
should he funded from those that do
not and must be eliminated.

justification for elements in the
plan. The purpose is to provide
answers to possible questions about
the plan. Rationale can focus on
what recommendations will accomplish,
justify a plan's cost, or explain
the time frames or responsibility
center. Any supporting data or nar-
rative that could clarify doubts on
these issues should he Presented.

Analysis

Each available plan is compared with the above
criteria. To simplify analysis, each plan is rated on a
"yes" or "no" basis as to whether or not it meets each
criterion. A "yes" does not necessarily mean complete
success, nor does a "no" indicate total failure. They do
indicate whether most of the plan fares well or poorly
when held against the corresponding criterion. Therefore,
plans should be compared only with the criteria, not with
each other.

After the following schematic presentation, the
analysis is briefly explained.



ANALYSIS OF ESED PRIORITY AREA PLANS

Spring, 1972

ESED 01 ESED #2

CRITERIA

Career
Educe-
tion

Read-
ing

Early
Child-
hood

Human
Rola-
tions

Read-
ing

ANALYS-I S
1. Title Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2. Identifi-

cation No No No No Yes
3. Needs As-

sessment Yes Yes Yes Yes No
4. Recommen-

dations No Yes Yes Yes Yes
5. Expected

Results Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
6. Time

Frames Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
7. Responsi-

bility No No No No Yes
8. Resource

Require-
ments No No No No Yes

9. Evalua-
tion
Strategies No Yes No No No

10. Rationale No No No No No

Yes=4 Yes=6 Yes5 Yes=5 Yes=7

No =6 No =4 No =5 No =5 No =3
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Comments

Both ESED's produced moderately acceptable plans.
Both sets of recommendations were written according to
AMA specifications, exnressing missions/continuing objec-
tives/specific objectives in behavioral terms. 9 All
plans include expected results and time frames, in vary-
ing degrees.10

By breaking out its objectives anti strategies in
separate sections and clearly displaying time frames,
ESED #1's plan is superficially clearer. But Egff5f2 has
the advantage of giving more detail about why the plans
are needed, as well as other general explanations.

Neither state was very specific about resources
required to achieve each objective / strategy, though the
zEwEiTar recommended pm:T:0-os were somewhat considered.11
The research team has seen bud(7et documents from both
states, but these are separate from the state's plan. It
would have been advantageous to attach a price tag and
manpower requirements to each objective/strategy in the
Plan, rather than to isolate costs from recommendations
in separate documents.

9
The plan for ESED #1's Career (Occupational)

Education division contains two (2) sets of continuing
objectives; one is timeless while the other sets
specific dates. No specific objectives are listed.

10
As mentioned previously, ESED #2's plan follows

the AMA format for internal purposes only. For communi-
cating with external constituencies, particularly the
State Board, it has largely abandoned the NIA breakdown
of mission/continuing objectives/specific objectives,
etc. in favor of narrative descriptions of Programs and
non-behavioral goals and objectives. To keep plans
consistent, the ESED #2 internal plan was used for
comparison with the crita-T3TTii was ESED #1's plan.

11
In ESED #1, each plan has a heading "Required

Personnel, Equipment, Etc." But under each heading,
generalized action assignments like "staff" or "selected
project personnel" appear rather than hard data on
costs. Its career education plan makes a limited at-
tempt to specify amount of "required staff time" beside
objectives.
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The evaluation strategies suggested were also
weak. Often the evaluation strategy listed was ex-
pressed in vague, general terms like "appropriate
criterion-referenced test." Elsewhere the objective/
strategy consisted of persons completing a program,
receiving money, or meeting other task completion
inventories, so no elaborate evaluation strategy was
inevitable. A few evaluation strategies, although
listed in the planning document, were not attached to
the objectives/strategies they might have tested. Both
states included future production of appropriate measures
among their other objectives. The situation may thus
improve once evaluation strategies are developed.

Proper identifications were rarely made. A few
plans implied who might have prepared or approved the
plan, yet seldom was this explicit.12 Neither state
detailed the rationale for choosing one objective over
another.

Needs Assessments were often in prose form accompan-
ied by modest empirical evidence. In some plans, how-
ever, it was difficult precisely to delineate the need
because current conditions were not stated. For example,
one ESED might have said that 85% of its students should
be able to use reading as a communications skill. The
agency did not say what percent can read now. This
omission gives no idea of what percentage gap must he
closed between the present and future expectations.

Section 2: Final Output

At this point in time, after the conclusion of ANL
training, final output has been appropriately defined
as measured progress toward selected objectives/strate-
gies that are specified in the plans. Attitudinal data
reveal how much progress participants feel they have
made toward achieving their own objectives /strategies. -

The research team faced the same proliferation of
plans in this section as in the last. Since across-the-
board assessments of final output were impossible, we
decided to concentrate on the priority areas. Each
ESED was asked to provide us with a current status report
on their priority-level plans.

12
The Division of Languages in ESED #1 (which

includes the reading priority) clearly states who
approved the divisional plan.
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Unfortunately, ESED #1 gave us a status report in
Early Childhood Education while ESED #2 refused to give
us any at al1.13 Aside from the fact that the Early
Childhood rroject reports that its programs are on
schedule and that most of what it set out to accomnlish
has been accomplished, not much detail can be added. We
cannot generalize beyond Early Childhood to other pro-
grams in ESED 41; we obviously cannot do so in ESED 42.

This data gap is regrettable given the importance
of measurable progress as an index of AMA program quality.
But the attitudes expressed about objective nrogress
offer some subjective evidence.

Section 3: SED Attitudinal Data

Plans and progress toward them can also he as-
sessed attitudinally. What do people inside the organi-
zation feel about the plans with which they work? How
far do these individuals think the SED has gone in attain-
ing their objectives? What has been done, in their
opinion, to produce operable plans and transform them
into genuine educational benefits?

The research team organized the data relevant to
these issues into two general categories:

A. Development of a long-range strategic plan

B. Progress toward Goal Achievement

Content categories and questionnaire items measured
individual beliefs on these crucial matters. We have
already compared selected plans with established criteria
and have attempted, albeit unsuccessfully, to report on
progress toward attainment of objectives. No matter
what the research team concludes, however, unlosB people
within the organization believe that a workable plan has
been written and that progress has been made toward it,
the life expectancy of the plan is short.

The method of presentation of content and question-
naire data is identical to that followed in Chapters Four

13
Responding to our request for a report on current

progress toward objectives, the Coordinator of Planning
wrote that "the Executive Staff will be unable to devote
the time and energy required to complete the multi-page
report. General reaction across the Department is
basically unfavorable to additional non-productive work
of this type" (24 April 1972).
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and Five; the research team sees no compelling need to
re-introduce them here. Any exceptions are clearly
marked.

A. Development of a Long-Range Strategic Plan

1. Produce and implement a long-range strategic
plan.

Interview Question: What do you feel you
will obtain (have obtained) from AMA
training?

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no value
to (7) maximum value.

States: El, E2.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.

2. My organization's overall plan is operable.

Points of Time: Ti, T2, T3, T4.
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Item 1 : Produce and Implement a Long Range Plan

Falb 1970 L Spring, 1971

& E
2

Fall, 1971

& E 2-

Spring, 1972

E1 & E
2

E
1

& E
2

N

5
N

10
N

10
N

10
N

7

N

8

N

7

N

Kruskal- Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance
F -1

H= 0.633 H= 0.321 H=0.0134 H= 2.868

Sig.= NS . Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
Binomial Test of Pro ortions

P=0.002 P= .762 P= .872 P=0.430

Sig.= .01 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Ig1119'9toApjs±Spring

E2 &

1972

E
1 & E

1
E

2

N

5

N

7

N

10

N

9
Kruska -Wallis One-War Analysis of Variance

11= 0.5340 11= 10.1400sisLajgs-O1
_Binomial Test of Proportions

P= 0.005

.01

P= 0.10

Sig.= NS
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Item #1 concerns the attitudes of top management
personnel in the two SEDs toward their pa;t AMA train-
ing. Specifically we were interested in whether they
felt their agencies were producing and implementing a
long range plan (the fourteenth training goal originally
'listed By the AMA) .

An analysis of their responses over the eighteen
months of this evaluation project revealed no significant
differences between the states in the degree of emphasis
given this item. There was a significant difference
of awareness prior to training between El and E2; more
top managers expected to develop a long-range plan in
E2 than was the case in El.

A comparison within the states does reveal a
significantly negative training effect in State E2.
Expectations of managers in that state agency were
frustrated when the plan they expected to nroduce as a
result of AMA training did not materialize as they had
hoped.

State El showed no significant training effects.
There, managers' expectations regarding a long-range
plan, low to begin with, were not disappointed.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

My organization's overall plan is operable was
asked over the entire eighteen months of this project.
A Tl-T2 comparison reveals negative training effects in
both SED's. State El and State E2 both experienced
declines in the degree to which personnel of th se
departments felt they had workable plans. Their de-
clines were sharper than the one shown by the Control
State. Both states, then, were significantly less cer-
tain of the feasibility of their plans after AMA train-
ing than before it.

Item #2: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

In this comparison, a reversal of the trend that
developed over the immediate pre/post-training periods
occurred. All the SED's experienced a resurgence in
the extent to which people believed in their plans. El
and E2 developed a greater degree of stabilization over
time than did the Control State, and consequently dis-
played a positive training effect.

Item #2: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Over this period, all the states fell off in the
degree to which their plans were seen as operable, but
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in no case did they drop to their T2 levels. El dif-
fered significantly from both Control 1 and Control 2
(holding time constant), but El evidenced no signifi-
cant change over time. State E2 registered a negative
training effect. Personnel there lost faith in their
plans much faster than the staff of Control State 1.
This also produced a significant difference between
State E2 and Control 1 when time was held constant.

Item #2: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

From the longitudinal perspective of this report,
AMA training had no effect on the attitudes of Experi-
mental States' personnel toward their plans. By Spring
1972 State El and E2 had both returned to their approxi-
mate pre-training attitudinal levels. State E2 con-
tinued to show a significant disparity between itself
and Control State 1, holding time constant, but no change
occurred over time between these two states. Thus no
training effect is shown.

DATA SUMMARY

Development of a Long-
Range Strategic Plan

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972
IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data
Positive No Negative

Item CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

1 Produce and implement
a long-range strategic
plan. El E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

2 My organization's over-
all plan is operable. El,E2

The two items designed to measure attitudes toward
this AMA training goal indicate that, for the most part,
AKA training did not affect staff attitudes about pro-
ducing a feasible plan for their agencies.

The one effect recorded here indicated that the
managers in State E2 felt worse about their agency's
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overall plan after training than before.

These two items indicate that, from a longitudinal
perspective, personnel of both states have not seen any
evidence to increase their enthusiasm for their agencies'
overall plans. Managers in E2 have apparently found
reason to decrease their faith in the agency plan.

B. Progress Toward Goal Achievement

1. Number of objectives toward which _progress
has been made.

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no objec-
tives to (7) many objectives.

2. Level of progress toward those objectives.

Range of Scale Possibilities: (1) no pro-
gress to (7) much progress.

Both these items were based on the following:

Interview Question: Toward what action plan
objectives has measurable progress been
made by your division?

States: El, E2, Cl.

Points of Time: T3, T4.

The questionnaire item is:

3. As I see it, my organization has made pro-
gress in attaining its objectives.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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Item 1 : Number of objectives toward which Progress

has been made.

F411, 1971
1.-

Spring, 197;

El $ C1 E2 $ C1 El $ E2 El $ C1 E2 & C1 E1 & E2

N

9

N

11

N

10 11 9 11
_

9 11

NNNN
10 11

_
9 10

Kruskal-Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

H2.1.213 1142.0.019 Ha 1.213 ' H=3.753 H20.044 H=3.081

Sig.= NS Sig.22NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Binomial Te t of Proportions

p.1.000 P=1.000 P= 1.000 P=1.000 P=1.000 P=1.000

Sig. =NS Sig.:INS Sig.=NS Sig. = Ns Sig. =Ns Sig.= NS

Fall, 1971, to 1972

E2 & E2 Cl & ClE
1

$
1

N
9

N
9

N
10

N

10 11
N

11

Kruskal-Wallis One -Way Analysis of Variance

li= 0.779 H=0.005 HO.052

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS Sig. = NS

Binomial Test of Proportions

IP= 1.000 P=1.000

Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

P=1.000

Sig. = NS
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Item 2 : Level of Progress toward those Objectives.

Fly 1971

E2 4 C1

Spring,

6 C1

19n

E2 4 C1 E1 4 E2El 6 C1 E1 4 E2

9

N
11

N

10
N

11

N
9

N

11

N

9

N

11

N

10

N

11

N

9

N

10

- One -Way Analysis of Variance

H=1.213

Sig.= NS

NoC.447

Sig.= NS
,

,

Ha1.213 H=4.688

Sig.= NS Sig.= .05
.

H=0.100

Sig.= Ns

H=4.335

Sig.= .05

st of ro ortions

P.1.000 P=1.000 P.1.000 P=1.000 P=1.000 P=1.000.

Sig.= NS Sig.eNS Sig.= Ns Sig.-Ns Sig.= NS Sig.= Ns

Krusk

Fall, 1971 to Spring 1972

$ El E2 $ E2 $ Cl.

N
9

N
9

N
10

NNIN
10 11 11

i

kl-Wallis One -Way Analysis of VI

H=1,996

Sig.= NS

H=1.000

Sig.= NS

H=0.10

_,Sig.=NS
Binomial Test of Proportions

p=1.000

Sig.= NS

P=1.000

Sig.= NS

P=1.000

,Sii.=NS

riance
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Item 3 ...AjstsziysarsaiLizatislajigit made
progress in 4ttaining its objectives.

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T
3 T

4

N 1r SD N X SD
Experimental SEMI 68 5.411 1.340 40 5.325 0.888
Experimental SEM 45 4.866 1.341 75--77,f5 1.349
Control SED fl 67.5.253 1.146 61 5.114 1.239
Control SED f2 615.295 1.256 66 5.090 1.063
Total

24) 207

Two Way Analysis of
Variance

T
311T4

Experimental SED #1 pi.
W/Control SED fl

Pow
Experimental SED fl Col.
w/Control SED f 2 Row
Experimental SED #2 Col.
w/Control SED fl stow
Experimental SED #2 Col.
w/Control SED f2 Row

F
0.504 NS
1.314 NS
0,859 NS
1.248 NS
0.430 NS
4.271 .05
0.726 NS
4.596 .05
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Measurable progress toward objectives has been
stressed here as an important index of the effectiveness
of AMA training. In Fall 1971 and again in Spring 1972,
we asked top managers in each state what action plan
objectives they had made measurable progress toward. We
were interested in the number of objectives they mentioned-
as well as the level of progress indicated, and antici-
pated both indices would increase with time.

Item #1 concerns the number of objectives toward
which progress has been made, in the opinion of the top
managers. An analysis of this item shows no change
between the Experimental Str.tes and the Control SED dur-
ing the two points in time ,L which this question was
asked. No statistical differences exist either between
the Experimental SED and the Control or between the
Experimental SED's themselves. A comparison over time
within the states also shows no differences. During the
year after training, no real movement occurred in terms
of the number of objectives toward which progress was
made.

Item #2 is concerned with the extent to which those
objectives (on which progress has been made) have been
actually achieved. Only one significant difference
emerges between the states. In the T4 comparison between
El and E2, managers in El felt they had made more progress
toward their objectives than did managers in E2. No
training effects are indicated in this data, however, as
none of the states significantly changed over time regard-
ing the level of progress they were making.

it, m

Item #3: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Organizational attitudes toward Item #3, As I see
or anization has made ro ress in attainin its

o jectives, is an important component in eva uating p an
effectiveness. While E2 does not report any increases
or decreases in the extent to which their objectives
have been attained between Fall 1971 and Spring 1972,
they have made less progress than either Control State.
No difference exists between El and Cl/C2 nor were any
changes registered over time.
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DATA SUMMARY

Progress Toward
Goal Achievement

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Type of Data Positive No Negative
CONTENT Effect Effect Effect

1 Number of objectives
toward which progress
has been made

2 Level of progress
toward those objectives

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 As I see it, my organi-
zation has made progress
in attaining its objec-
tives.

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

The two interview Content items and the question-
naire item all indicated no training effects in either
Experimental State. While State El made more progress
than State E2, this difference cannot be attributed to
AMA training because no statistically significant
change occurred over time.

Expecting some change in the course of the year,
the research team asked "Toward what action plan objec-
tives has measurable progress been made by your division?"
The obvious lack of movement seemed to be a direct result
of the respondents' inability to point to any measurable
progress concerning goal achievement. Most relpor
thought that they had moved ahead, but few could specify
any specific, measurable indications of progress.
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DATA SUMMARY

End Result Variables -
State Education Department

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Fffect

DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN

CONTENT

1 Produce and implement a
long-range strategic plan El E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

2 My organization's overall
plan is operable.

PROGRESS TOWARD GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

CONTENT

1 Number of objectives toward
which nrogress has been
made

2 Level of progress toward
those objectives

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 As I see it, my organiza-
tion has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

El,E2

The five items designed to measure respondents'
attitudes in the SED's toward their overall plans as well
as toward progress made in achieving the objectives laid
down in those plans, indicate that the AMA training pro-
gram had no positive impact on attitudes about these
items. The one effect that was recorded showed a nega-
tive training effect in State E2, whose expectations
about the development of a long-range plan were frus-
trated. Fewer managers mentioned this as an outcome of
AMA training in the Spring of 1972 than had originally
(before training) expected such planning.

All other items in this category displayed no
training effects. Managers viewed their progress as
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being basically unaffected over the course of this
evaluation. They were making no more, nor any less
progress than they had been earlier.

As we mentioned above, one clear reason for this
lack of apnarent change in goal achievement seems based
in the fact that few managers have developed adequate
evaluation strategies. Thus they cannot be sure to what
extent they are making progress.

Section 4: The Experimental LEAs

This section assesses the effect of AMA training
on LEA end-result variables. We evaluate the actions taken
and the plans produced by the LEAs after training. We
seek to determine the extent to which these plans corres-
pond to the criteria for a satisfactory plan that. the
ESEDs used. Secondly, we are interested in attitudes
expressed by participants about end result variables.
Due to lack of available data from LEAs, it will not be
possible to systematically stud ro ress toward ob'ec-
tives. tut the two groups of data we o possess otter
sufficient evidence on which to base some conclusions.

A. Action

To examine the plans, we asked the four (4)
Experimental LEA's to forward current copies to us.
ELEA's #1, #4, and #4 complied with this request; ELEA
#3 did not." Given the importance of actual output after
training, this loss of data is unfortunate.

However, using the plans we were given, we are
able to compare each of them to the criteria for analysis.
Each plan was compared with the criteria, not with other
.plans. Hence no direct comparisons should be made between
the plans themselves; because of unliiTel-gradations
within the "yes" and "no" categories, no comparisons can
be made. A "yes" in one category may signify complete

14ELEA #1 sent a photocopy of their AMA plan as
their "current" plan. The AMA plan was not very readable;
it reflected an initial attempt at systematic planning
and needed further refinement and editing. That the 14-
month -old AMA plan is still regarded as the current plan
indicates that little evolution in the planning process
has occurred.
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success while a "yes" in another category may identify
a borderline case. The plan with the most "yes" scores
is not necessarily the best, and vice versa.

ANALYSIS OF ELEA PLANS

Spring, 1972

Criteria

ELEA #1 ELEA #2 ELEA #3

ANALYSIS
1 Title Yes Yes Yes
2 Identification No No No
3 Needs Assessment No No No
4 Recommendations Yes Yes Yes
5 Expected Results Yes Yes No
6 Time Frames Yes Yes No
7 Responsibility No No No
8 Resource Requirements No Yes No
9 Evaluation Strategy No No No

10 Rationale No No No

Yes=4 Yes=5 Yes=2

No =6 No =5 No =8

Comments

The LEA plans were fairly consistent in their
strengths and weaknesses. All demonstrated an ability to
write behavioral objectives in a format with expected
results and time frames; however, ELEA #4's second draft
FIETUsed to construct the preceding diagram' met these
criteria less well than did its first draft.lb

15
ELEA #4 gave the research team two planning

documents: "Current Planning Process--First Progress
Report" and "Five Year Educational Master r'an--Second
Draft." The first followed our criteria much more than
the second. This gradual shift away from measurable
objectives parallels a similar shift by the State Education
Department after the adverse reaction of the State Board
to such planning. The second draft offers more narrative
explanations than the first but is more difficult to under-
stand. As the latest version of the agency plan, the
second draft was judged against our criteria.



Resource requirements and responsibility for
implementation were partially incorporated into these
Plans, but not nearly enough to qualify as satisfactory.
ELEA #2 attached more price tags while identifying
fewer of the personnel resnonsible for accomplishment of
goals.

Explanation of the need and rationale for various
objectives /strategies as well evaluation methods
were particularly weak. Where suggested evaluations did
appear, they were usually listed apart from the objectives
they might have evaluated. To some extent this could be
attributed to the absence of appropriate measures, al-
though some evaluations were planned for some objectives
in the future.

Overall, plans do not meet acceptable standards on
as many criteria as they should. The addition of needs
assessments, resource requirements, and evaluation
strategies wadaIiiive them. Greater attention should
also be paid to listing the personnel responsible for
various parts of the plan.

B. Attitudes

Turning to attitudinal evaluation, we assess the
same basic categories for the LEA's that were used for
the SED's:

A. Development of a Long-Range Strategic Plan

B. Progress Toward Goal Attainment

Since interviews were not conducted in the LEA's in con-
nection with this report, it is impossible to present
Content data. Consequently, fewer items are associated
with each category than was the case in analyzing the
SED's.

Each item is displayed and explained, however, in
a similar style; we need not repeat the elements in our
examination. Again, any exceptions to what has gone
before will be indicated.

End-Result Variables

A. Development of a Long-Range Strategic Plan

The questionnaire item is:

1. My organization's overall plan is operable.

Points of Time: Tl, T2, T3, T4.
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Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1971

Item #1, My organization's overall plan is operable,
was relevant to the four Experimental LEA's between Fall
1970 and Spring 1971, a period including the pre- and
post-training intervals. After spending several weeks at
Hamilton to learn the team planning process and develop
an action plan for their school district, EL1 and EL2
felt their plans were less feasible after training than
before. EL3 and EL4 also faltered in their opinion of
current plans, but not substantially. Consequently, no
training effects were assigned to EL3 and EL4 but the
diminished felt practicability in EL1 and EL2 was suffi-
cient to be due to negative effects of training. Although
we are confident in these judgments, our conclusions would
have been strengthened here by comparing scores in Experi-
mental groups with Control group scores.

Item #1: Spring 1971 to Fall 1971

The negative training effects assigned Tl-T2 were
transformed into positive effects T2-T3 in the cases of
EL1 and EL2. Both organizational plans were much improved
during 1971--so much so that AMA credited with these
increases. Gains recorded by EL3 and EL4 were insignifi-
cant, and training effects were not ascribed to either
organization.

Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

Analysis of changes end differences between Fall
1971 and Spring 1972 was validated by the presence of
Control groups. Their addition made possible a more
unambiguous analysis of training effects. EL1 felt better
about their educational plans than either EL2 or the Con-
trol group; but this difference was due more to ELl's
superiority remaining constant over time, than to signifi-
cant changes in -EL1, EL2, or CL1. No other changes or
differences were recorded. The AMA training program,
therefore, had no effect during this period.

Item #1: Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

The main advantage of a Tl-T4 comparison was that
it permitted a longitudinal evaluation of training impact.
Negative or positive effects observed in interim periods
may fade, or grow stronger, with time. Some effects may
not appear until a year or two after training. In this
case, the long view made it possible for us to hold that
AMA exerted positive effects in EL1 and EL2 but none at
all in EL3 and EL4. Plans were considered significantly
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more operational in EL1 and EL2 in Spring 1972 than they
had been in the Fall, before training. A comparable
increase did not occur in EL3 and EL4.

DATA SUMMARY

Development of a Long-Range
Strategic Plan

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data
IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item QUESTIONNAIRE Effect Effect Effect

1 My organization's overall
plan is operable. EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

B. Progress Toward Goal Achievement

The questionnaire item is:

1. As I see it, my organization has made
progress in attaining its objectives.

Points of Time: T3, T4.
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1 As i see it, my organization has
made progress in attaining ai---
objectives.

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

i SD

32 6.125 0.941 31
.

24 5.750 0.793 23
29 5.241_ I 954., 27

4armarinnworamn
182 166

I SD

5.903 0.789
70

5.478 0.947
4.1314 1.210

11
.074

Two Way Analysis o
Variance

T3 & T4

Experimental LEA#1W/
Pxoerimental LEA#2
Experimental LEA#AW/
Experimental LEA#4
xper:mental LEA#1W

Control LEA #1

F Signif.

Col

Row
Col
Row
Col
Row

experimental LEA#2W/ Col
Control LEA #1
Experimental LEA#3W
Control LEA #2
Experimental LEA#4W
Control LEA #2

0.894 NS
11.182 .001
3.15E N
8.892 .01
1.129 NS
4.324 .05
0.403 NS

NS
NS
N
NS

Row

-__
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Item #1: Fall 1971 to Spring 1972

This question was posed in Y2 only. Our purpose
was to gain some perspective on how personnel in the LEA's
felt about the progress they were making toward their
goals.

Item #1, As I see it, my organization has made
progress in attaining its objectives, recorded no
significant effects that can be attributed to AMA train-
ing. State ELI and EL2 significantly differed from each
other, holding time constant; FL1 reached a higher level
of progress than EL2, but no . jnificant changes regis-
tered over time. EL1 was also significantly different
from Control EL1, holding time constant.

EL3. and EL4 differed from each other. Holding time
constant, EL3 ranked higher at both points in time, but
both groups made no change over time.

In summary, no LEA experienced any significant
change over time concerning its attitudes toward progress
on objectives. All felt they were approximately at the
same level of achievement in the Spring of 1972 as they
had been in the Fall of 1971. An examination of mean
scores indicates that all the LEA's actually experienced
slight declines over this period of time, although these
were never statistically significant.

DATA SUMMARY

Progress Toward
Goal Achievement

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Type of Data

Item QUESTIONNAIRE

1 As I see it, my organiza-
tion has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4
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DATA SUMMARY

End Result Variables - LEA

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 My organization's overall
plan is operable. EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

PROGRESS TOWARD GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 As I see it, my organi-
zation has made progress
in attaining its objec-
tives.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

Analysis of the attitudinal data indicates that
the AMA program had little impact on how LEA end-result
variables were viewed.

Positive effects were recorded in regard to how
operable EL1 and EL2 thought their organizational plans.
The plans were considered more feasible in Spring 1972
than in Fall 1970, before the start of training.

But this opinion was not shared by EL3 and EL4,
both of whom saw no change in their plans' practicality.
None of the LEA's perceived increased progress toward
objectives as a product of AMA training.

In fact, during the first two periods when progress
might reasonably have been expected (T3 and T4), all four
LEA's sensed less progress in T4 than in T3. This decline,
while not stiaically significant, did not augur well
for future progress.
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Section 5: Summary and Conclusions

It is easier to list what education invests in its
programs than to measure what it achieves through them.
DiscoVering whether planning guidelines exist or whether
performance standards have been developed is a compara-
tively concrete problem. Even diagnosing the internal
health of an organization can he achieved by a longitudinal
research design with reliable inst.uments. But it is more
difficult to decide whether these causal and intervening
variables have improved the implementation of planning
or hastened educational progress (end-result variables).

This analysis begins with two advantages, however.
One is the audit of the quality of the plans produced,
which was conducted using the best evaluative criteria
available. The second is the expressed attitudes of
persons inside these organizations: how operable are
their plans and how much headway has been made in accomp-
lishing them?

ANALYSIS OF ESED PRIORITY AREA PLANS

Spring, 1972

ESED #1 ESED #2

Career
Educa-
tion

Read-
ing

Early
Child-
hood

Human
Rela-
tions

Read-
ing

Criteria A,NALYSIS
1 Title Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

2 Identification No No No No Yes

3 Needs Assessment Yes Yes Yes Yes No

4 Recommendations No Yes Yes Yes Yes

5 Expected Results Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

6 Time Frames Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

7 Responsibility No No No No Yes

8 Resource Require-
ments No No No No Yes

9 Evaluation
Strategies No Yes No No No

10 Rationale No No No No No

Yes=4 Yes=6
No =6 No =4

Yes=5 Yes=5 Yes=7
No =5 Po =5 No =3
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ANALYSIS OF ELEA PLANS

Spring, 1972

Criteria

ELEA #1 ELEA #2 ELEA #4

ANALYSIS
1 Title Yes Yes Yes
2 Identification No No No
3 Needs Assessment No No No
4 Recommendations Yes Yes Yes
5 Expected Results Yes Yes No
6 Time Frames Yes Yes No
7 Responsibility No No No
8 Resource Requirements No Yes No
9 Evaluation Strategy No No No

10 Rationale mo No No

Yes=4 Yes=5 Yes=2
No =6 No =5 No =8
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ATTITUDINAL DATA SUMMARY

End Result Variables -
State Education Department

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item Type of Data

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

1

DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN

CONTENT

El E2

Produce and implement a
long-range strategic plan

QUESTIONNAIRE

2 My organization's overall
plan is operable. El,E2

PROGRESS TOWARD GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

CONTENT

1 Number of objectives toward
which progress has been made El,E2

2 Level of progress toward
those objectives E1,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE

3 As I see it, my organization
has made progress in attain-
ing its objectives. El,E2

0 9 1
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DATA SUMMARY

End Result Variables - Local
Education Agencies

Fall, 1970 -- String, 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG-RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 My organization's overall
plan is operable. EL1,EL2 FL3,EL4

PROGRESS TOWARD GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

QUESTIONNAIRE

1 As I see it, my organiza-
tion has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

EL1,EL2
EL3,EL4*

2 6 0

This examination of the status of the Experimental
State and Local Educational Agencies' end-result variables
relates actions to attitudes separately described in the
body of this chapter. It is necessary to establish this
relationship because what people in organizations do
often depends on how they feel, and vice versa.

It can he argued, we think, that this reciprocal
relation obtains here. The "mixed reviews" given the
plans, and the general "no effect" rating attributed to
AMA training as summarized on the preceding charts, are
connected. One of the reasons why peonle in the SED's
and LEA's felt AMA training had no effect on nlan
feasibility or progress was that they felt the plans
were not feasible and they lacked measures of progress.
Plans were not completely thought out; certain key elements
called for by generally accepted planning criteria were
absent. A partial, overgeneralized plan is not operable
nor does it offer much hope of successful imnlementation.

The plans that were reviewed did contain the cen-
tral planning elements: objectives (ends) and some
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strategies (means) for attaining these ends. The plans
set forth highly professional statements of what the
agency would accomplish as well as how and when they
intended to accomplish it. Scme attention was also
given to who would benefit from the accomplishment.

Unfortunately, ss2hy received only passing atten-
tion. Lists of assumpEfoins and beliefs do not satisfy
the need to define precisely the problems a elan pro-
poses to solve, nor does it suggest why these problems
are selected for solution. Such rationalization is a
necessary preliminary to decisions on secondary objectives
and strategies dictated by the overall approach to the
problem.

Recommendations logically follow from assessed
needs.16 Needs can exist without recommendations;
indeed, in a system with many needs and few resources,
they are nearly inevitable. A budget only stretches so
far. But recommendations without stated needs make
little sense. A problem whose existence is not acknowl-
edged in detail cannot be solved--although planners have
been known to try. Making recommendations without making
clear the reasons behind them implies that needs are being
assumed, not proved.

Clearly, writers of some plans we examined knew
their needs, but this knowledge is not conveyed by the
plans. By and large, the plans do not logically progress
from assessed need to expected solution, with well-
reasoned intermediate steps. This is less true of the
state agency plans we reviewed, but even there the
discussion of needs was often framed in prose with only
modest empirical evidence. If n/ans do not carefully
study needs, they tend to become statements of personal
or agency conviction and shibboleth rather than carefully
defined attacks on existing problems. Illustratively,
we cited the example of one SED that intended to attain
a future 85% reading achievement level without evidence
as to present levels.

Secondly, the issues of who will do it and how much
will it cost were not satisfactorily addressed.
bility for plan elements was indefinite in a few of the
SED and LEA plans made available to the research team.
It is certainly essential to designate in the plan who
will coordinate efforts toward broad agency-wide objec-
tives or individual classroom tasks. The responsibility

16It should he noted here that state-wide Needs
Assessments are presently being conduct& by both Experi-
mental SED's, which should do much to correct this "gap"
in the planning documents.
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of everyone frequently becomes the responsibility of
no one. Assignments made to "staff" or "selected
personnel" are not really assignments at all.

The amount of money, rersonnel, and materials
required to accomplish these objectives were also inade-
quately developed. Z "wish list" is ordinarily a Plan
completely devoid of reality; some plans could be con-
sidered, at least in part, as wish lists. It is relatively
easy to list objectives; it is not so pimple to pay for
them. "Budgets should support plans,"1/ and the finished
planning document must contain full budgetary information,
for the plan cannot he approved by those in authority
nor evaluated in a financial vacuum.

Thirdly, plans did not propose viable evaluation
mechanisms for measuring progress toward stated objectives.
This is a widespread problem for education (as well as
other fields) that is not peculiar to the SED's and LEA's.
The measurement of student and administrative achievement
lacks both adequate indices and methodology to generate
reliable information.

Absence of adequate instruments may also help to
explain the absence of needs assessments and probleA
definitions. Tools used to measure progress can also
define problems; they keep interpretations consistent
and analyses statistically reliable. But plans cahAot
offer data on current needs which they do not have and
cannot obtain.

Expressed organizational attitudes are even more
problematic. Generally, plans were not viewed as more
operable a year after training than they had been before
training. Progress had reached no higher level during
this same time span. This indicated not what the AMA
program had done to the Experimental educational agencies,
but rather what TE failed to do for them.

Plans were not seen as generally operable by the
personnel in these agencies because, from the persnective
of the criteria, they were indeed inoperable. As demon-
strated earlier, planning documents were incomplete.
Administrators face a formidable task in trying to follow
a plan that does not specify the need it addresses, the
money or men it will cost, task responsibility, or mode of
evaluation.

l7
An operational principle taken from A Plan for

Planning Elementary and Secondary Education, SETS #1, p. 9.
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The lack of reported progress is associated with
this lack of operability. The organizations did not
develop adequate evaluation techniques to measure pro-
gress, yet progress that cannot be measured cannot be
reported.

Overall Summary on the Impact of AMA Training on the
SED/LEA Intervening and Enti-Result Variables

Our examination of the data on intermediate and
end-result output variables indicates that the training
program with the American Management Association exerted
a mixed effect on the plans produced, and no effect on
eig-agi-ree to which people in the Experimental agencies
saw themselves progressing toward their objectives.

The plans we examined represent good first or
second drafts in an ongoing planning process that demands
continuous revision to meet developing needs. Changes
in the plans themselves can also reflect increasing
proficiency in planning. The AMA did succeed in giving
the Experimental agencies basic skills in some prerequi-
sites of good planning, but not in others. Perhaps
because of what AMA failed to do and what remains to be
done, plans are not considered operable or moving toward
goal accomplishment. If the "secondary" elements
described above were added, perhaps the plans could be
operationalized and progress generated.

Given specific needs, task assignments, cost
figures, and evaluation techniques, plans still may not
work. We only suggest that, without these details,
plans cannot work.



CHAPTER SEVEN

OVERALL SUMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter attempts to integrate the findings
and analysis of previous chapters into a set of conclu-
sions on the overall effectiveness of the AMA program.

It begins with a review of AMA change strategies
and the theoretical connections that tie these strategies
to ongoing organizational settings. We use an adapta-
tion of Likert's causal/intervening/end-result variables
framework to establish these connections.

Then we summarize data and interpretations from
earlier chapters of this report in order to provide a
background perspective for further analysis.

Finally, we integrate.all our conclusions (previous-
ly separated by causal, intervening, and end result
variable divisions) into a series of general conclusions
regarding the impact of the AMA training program on the
Experimental educational agencies.

To these ends, Chapter Seven includes the follow-
ing sections:

1. American Management Association Strategies
for Change

2. Summaries and Interpretations of Earlier
Findings of this Report

3. Overall Conclusions on the Effectiveness of
the AMA Program

Section 1: The American Mana ement Association'
Strategy for Change

Training Format

We defined the training format as the program
components, their contents, the people to whom they were 1

administered, and periods in which they were administered.

1
See Chapter One of this report for a complete

explanation of the training design of the AMA program.
This material was adapted from the Yl evaluation, Larry
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The AMA training package unites three programs:
the Management Course for Presidents (MCP), the Top
Management Briefing (TMB) and the Educational Planning
Process (EPP). The MCP was attended only by the State
Superintendent, while the TMB was administered to the
top twenty-four administrators (twelve in the case of
Local Educational Agencies) from each State Education
Department.4

The third program, the Educational Planning Pro-
cess, reached "organizational families": participants
included organizational superiors and subordinates who
work together regularly. The first group of twelve top
state agency administrators to attend the program were
the State Superintendent and his immediate organizational
subordinates. The second group was led by the person
chiefly responsible for delivery of program services to
the LEA's. Groups from the LEA's were composed of
School Superintendents and eleven of their immediate
subordinates.

Almost all participants in the EPP first attended
the Top Management Briefing. Since the MCP was taken
only by the State Superintendent, we will focus here on
the TMB and EPP portions of the training program.

The Top Management Briefing and the Educational
Plann ng Process

We believe that the impact of training is contin-
gent upon the content conveyed as well as how it is
conveyed. Here we review what has been explicated more
fully earlier concerning these aspects of the AMA train-
ing program.

Controls exercised upon the input of the training
importantly influenced the type of change that was likely
to occur. Analysis of the MCP and the TMP indicates
their considerable similarity of program design; thus we
will discuss only the TMB here.

The matrix developed as a result of analyzing the
TMB indicated that approximately 80% of the program's
time was controlled by the AMA lecturer who was sharing
concepts, experiences, and impressions with the trainees.

Kirkhart and W. Lynn Tanner, "Evaluation for Center for
Planning and Development of the American qanagement Associ-
ation." Report submitted to the American Management As-
sociation and the United States Office of Education,
Syracuse University, October, 1971.

2
Only the State Superintendent from ESED #2 at-

tended the MCP.
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Approximately 12.6% of training time was devoted to
general discussion, while 7.4% went to small-group
discussions. Input to the general discussions was con-
trolled by both the leader, an AMA representative, and
the trainees.

The MA strategy relies heavily upon the quality
of the information given to the client, and on the style
of the lecturer's presentation.3 This general process
we have called an informational method of change.
Techniques relying primarily upoWTRErmation-giving
are effective in ambiguous situations, where lack of A

information clearly prevents appropriate performance.'s
The Content of the TMB centered on what we have discussed
earlier as AMA's view of management problems in Education,
and on the solutions professional management techniques
can provide to public agencies.5

The ohange strategy employed in the second major
program, the Educational Pltnning Process, differed
somewhat from that presents in the TMB. Unlike the TMB,
whose input was almost enti- ily controlled by sources
external to the trainee, the EPP design involved a mutu-
ality of input control.

The boundaries of legitimate discourse within the
EPP program were controlled by the AMA through several
proscribed steps in the organizatioral planning process
through which the trainees are guided. During this pro-
cess, the AMA attempts to build a viable management team
through the interaction that takes place. The AMA is
convinced that, by dealing with problems that emerge in
the EPP, managers will modify their behavior begin to
employ the techniques advocated by the AMA. °

While the Afth defined all aspects of their planning
process, the input within these boundaries emerged from
the client group and the particular problems of their
organization. The trainer's role was to clarify the
boundaries of legitimate discourse, keep the client group
oriented to the problem of organizational planning, insure

3
Cf. Chapter One and the Introduction to Part III

of this report.

4Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psy-
chology of Organizations (New York: John Wiley, 1966),
p. 393.

5
Cf. Introduction to Part III of this report.

6Ibid.



that each step in the planning process was accomplished
as fully as possible, and attempt to maximize the extent
to which interpersonal discourse remained a reasonable
dialogue and exchange of opinion.

In analyzing the potential impact of the AMA
training program the first year's research team employed
a typology of attitude change composed of compliance,
identification, and internalization.

Attitude change based on compliance involves doing
or saying what one is expected to say when a particular
situation is presented. Like change based on compliance,
attitude change based on identification also requires an
external stimulus before the proper attitude is acquired
by the trainee. Identification normally occurs through
exposure to a person whose social role behavior or
mannerisms are attractive. The third type of change is
precipitated by internalization; unlike the other two
attitudinal changes, internalization incorporates certain
values into the person's basic beliefs and does not
depend upon external support for its activation.

Based on this typology, the Y1 research team
concluded that the TMB--if it produced attitude change
at all--would do so through Rompliance and identification
on the part of the trainees./ They must identify and
accept the concepts, experiences and values of the NIA
lecturers.

The primary processes of attitudinal change involved
in the EPP were also judged to be compliance and identifi-
cation. Here, compliancy was tied to the fact that the
boundaries of discourse were defined by the AMA's con-
ceptualization of effective organizational planning.
Identification processes were triggered by the interac-
tion of the members of the client group. Attitudes altered
by this interaction can be expected to manifest themselves
whenever the role relationships upon which the identifica-
tion is based are present.

Internalized attitude change was not considered
part of the direct intention of the training design by
the Y1 research team. Their conclusion was reached on
the grounds that the AMA trainers did not deal with the
rocess level of the group's behavior, and therefore

internalized change could not occur. The emotional
factors apparent in the interaction were not dealt with
by the trainers, who intervened only to improve the

7
Kirkhart and Tanner, sm. cit., p. 128.

s
Ibid.
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quality of logical discourse and to insure the continued
pre-programmed progress of the group through each step
of the planning process. Since the possibility of
internalization is optimized when both logical discourse
and emotions are considered, the aFFE year's research
team concluded that internalization was unlikely to be
a major initiator of attitude change from the AMA train-
ing program.

Linking Program with Organizational Impact

This evaluation (Yl and Y2) rests on the assump-
tion that attitudinal change is a necessary condition of
changing organizational behavior, but not a necessary and
sufficient condition. The AMA training program makes the
basic assumption that trainees need new knowledge concern-
ing management and planning techniques. Thus, in our
view, for the program to be effective it must change
attitudes of organizational members as well as their
iarai7Within their organizations.

As the Yl evaluation concluded only a Fhort time
after the AMA program ended, the primary focus of Yl
analysis was measuring the impact of training on attitudes
related to the original training goals of the AMA. As the
planning documents had only recently been developed, it
was considered inapprorriate to evalr,te them in Yl.

The analysis of data collected during the Yl
evaluation indicated that, in general, the AMA nrogram
did not affect the participants' attitudes toward the
original AMA training goals.

The basic purpose of Y2 research has been to
extend the time perspective of the evaluation in order,
over time, to measure the impact of WA training on
organizational attitudes and actions. The basic question
of Y2 is, then:wfraiit extent did the AMA program
change the attitudes and actions of the people in the
Etperimental organizations?"

Our evaluation efforts involved the two State
Education Departments and the four Local Educational
Agencies originally trained. As control groups, wa
added two State Education Departments and two Local
Educational Agencies.

To link the AMA training program with potential
organizational impact we have employed Likert's concept

9
See Chapter Two of this report for a complete

discussion of the Research Methodology and Design
employed in this evaluation.
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of causal, intervening, and end-result variables. Wehave defined the original training goals of the AMA as
causal variables. Their accomplishment is viewed here
as essential to the development of a viable planning nro-cess within the trained organizations. Our definitionof the intervening variables is based on the AMA's vro-
cess goals related to leadership style, decisionmaking,and management team relations. We have measured the
extent to which the training program affected these
elements that involve the intrinsic health of theorganization.

In our development of the end-result variables we
have defined the plans produced as intermediate outputof the planning system. Final output is defined asactual measured ro ress toward the s ecific ob'ectives
state In t e plann ng documents. We regar eac
variable as equally important; viable planning documentsare essential to the achievement of end-results, while
plans that do not bring improved goal attainment havelittle value.

Section 2: Summaries and Interpretations of Earlier
Findings of this Report

This section reviews what has been reported in
earlier chapters. These summaries are grouped withinthe same divisions followed in Chapters Four, Five, andSix: Causal Variables, Intervening Variables, and End-
Result Variables.

The major charts presented in those three chap-
ters are reiterated here, together with an edited versionof our original conclusions from those charts as well as
other information from each chapter. This will re-intro-
duce the reader to our previous analysis so that he canbetter understand our summary conclusions.

A. The Causal Variables

The "causal" variables are indepen-
dent variables which determine the
course of developments within an or-
ganization and the results achieved
by the organization. These causal
variables include only those indepen-
dent variables which can be altered
or changed by the organization and
its management . . .

Rensis Likert, The Human
Organization (1967)
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According to our interpretation, the causal
variables of this program were the thirteen training goals
enumerated by the AMA as appropriate criteria for evalua-
tion. Each organization should have:

1) agreed upon a definition of the institu-
tion's mission;

2) established continuing objectives and
planning procedures for long-range achieve-
ment of the institution's mission;

3) identified resources and constraints;
4) differentiated between where the institution

is going and where it wants to go;
5) modified previously established objectives;
6) identified and analyzed alternative courses

of action;
7) determined priorities;
8) made strategic action assignments;
9) defined standards of performance for key

administrators;
10) specified task completion dates;
11) designed supplementary planning efforts;
12) assigned responsibilities to subordinate

units;
13) designed a methodology by which future

performance may be evaluated in relation
to the performances specified in the plan.

Based on these criteria, the research team examined
work at Hamilton and immediately thereafter in the state
educational departments and local education agencies.
We also asked persons within those organizations how
they felt about the theory behind their training goals,
as well as how goals had been put into practice. Our
attitudinal inquiries were organized into several
categorits.
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SED

1. Definition of the Mission
of the Institution

2. Development of Organiza-
tional Objectives and
Priorities

3. Mobilization of Organiza-
tional Planning

4. Role of the Planning Unit

5. Development of Evaluation
Techniques

6. Top Management Support for
Planning

7. The Credibility of the
Planning Process

LEA

1. Development of Organi-
zational 'fission and
Objectives

2. Mobilization of Or-
ganizational Mission
and Objectives

3. Ton Management Sup-
port for Planning

4. The Credibility of
the Planning Process

This combination of actions and attitudes provided
essential data for our assessment of the extent to which
the AMA program affected the causal variables in each
education agency. The following charts summarize our
findings, followed by our interpretations of those charts
and other data. .
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CAUSAL VARIABLES

STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings
MIA Criteria 1-14

Fa11 1970 to Spring 1972
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No.

CAUSAL VARIABLES

STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings

AMA CRITERIA 1-14

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

WRITTEN PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Criteria

1. Agreed upon a definition of
the institution's mission

2. Established continuing ob-
jectives and planning pro-
cedures for long-range
achievement of the insti-
tution's mission

3. Identified resources and
constraints

4. Differentiated between
where the institution is
going and where it wants
to go

5. Modified previously estab-
lished objectives

6. Identified and analyzed
alternative courses of
action

7. Determined priorities

8. Made strategic action
assignments

9. Defined standards of per-
formance for key adminis-
trators

10. Specified task completion
dates

AMOUNT OF PROGRESS
Minimum Moderate Maximum

Fl

El

Fl
11. Designed supplementary

planning efforts

12. Assigned responsibilities
to subordinate units

13. Designed a methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in rela-
tion to the performances
specified in the plan El,F2

14. Produced and are implementing
a long-range strategic plan

El,E2

E1,E2

n1E2

El,E2

El

E2

E2.

E2

El,F2

El,E2

E1,E2

E1,E2

E2

El,E2

Total Number of Possible Effects:28 5 16 7
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ATTITUDINAL DATA SUMMARY

.Causal Variables - State
Education Agencies

Fall, 1970 - Spring, 1972

Item

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive Jo Negative
Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

DEFINITION OF THE MISSION OF THE ORGANIZATION

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Definition of the Institu-
tion's Mission El E2

2 Sense of SED Mission El,E2

? Feelings about the direction
the organization is moving E1,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

4 The kinds of things I am do-
ing will make a long-term
contribution to education. El E2

DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL OBJECTIVES & PRIORITIES

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Modify previously established
objectives El E2

2 Identify and analyze alterna-
tive courses of action El,E2

3 Determine priorities El,E2

4 Do you feel that the objec-
tives developed as a result
of AMA training reflect the
most serious and pressing
needs of state education? El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

5 The goals of this organiza-
tion are articulated.

6 Our goals are realistic and
attainable with our best
efforts.

7 The top-priority objectives
of state education are clear
to me.

E1,E2

El,E2

E1, E2
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IMP.r,CT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

8 I feel that the objectives
developed during AMA training
reflect the most serious and El,E2
pressing needs of state
education.

9 As I see it, the operational
priorities of the objectives
developed during AMA train- El,E2
ing are clear.

MOBILIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS
1 Define standards of perfor-

mance for key administrators El,E2
2 Specify task completion dates

and action assignments El,E2
3 Assign responsibilities to

subordinate units E2 El
4 Need for Performance Standards INSUFFICIENT
5 Performance Standards-:-Extent DATA (T4 ONLY)

of Use
ON WHICH TO

6 Existence of Performance
BASE A RESPONSEReviews

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

7 My organization's policy
statements are clear. El,E2

8 My organization's performance
standards are understood. El,F2

9 Good ways are used to let me
know how I can improve my
performance. El,E2

10 I understand what results
must be produced to achieve
the stated objectives of
this organization E2 Fl

ROLE OF THE PLANNING UNIT

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Awareness of need to evalu-
ate our programs El,E2

2 Available to answer planning
questions El,E2
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IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

3 Writing guidelines for plan
development El E2

4 Reviewing and refining plans El,E2

5 Provides leadership in the
implementation of planning El,E2

6 Provides in-service training
in planning El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

7 The planning unit has been
helpful to me. El,E2

DEVELOPMENT OF EVALUATION TECHNIQUES

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Designed a methodology by
which future performance may
be evaluated in relation to
the performance specified
in the plan El,E2

2 Informal Feedback INSUFFICIENT

3 Performance Reviews DATA (T4 ONLY)

4 Questionnaires ON WHICH TO

5 Task Completion Inventories BASE A

6 Unobtrusive Measures RESPONSE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

7 I have good ways for knowing
how good our results are. E2 El

8 My organization has reliable
ways for knowing how well it
is attaining its objectives. El,E2

9 I think that the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing are clearly stated with
respect to results expected. El,E2

TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORT FOR PLANNING

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Adequate resources (money
and information) El,E2

2 Control System expressed
through decision making
process El,E2
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IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No NegativeType of Data Effect Effect Effect

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
3 My manager makes it clear he

is committed to the success
of our projects. El El

4 My manager has expressed the
belief that the AMA's train-
ing program has been helpful. E1,E2

5 My manager understands plan-
ning theory and is able to
out it into practice. El,E2

6 I believe my organization
gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively. El,E2

7 I feel good about my mana-
ger's ability to plan. El,E2

8 My manager provides me with
adequate support to perform
my job. El E2

THE CREDIBILITY OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS
1 Establish credibility of

planning El E2
2 Role of Planning: how

integral E1,E2
3 Role of Planning: how much

is needed El,E2
4 Role of Planning: emergence El,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
5 As I see it, planning is an

integral part of running
the state's schools.

6 As I see it, persons in
this organization put a
lot of effort into planning.

7 ly capability to plan effec-
tively will positively affect
my future caroer in this
organization. El,E2

8 The activities relating to
planning are having an effect
on the policy of this organi-
zation. El E2

El,E2

El,E2

Total Number of Possible Effects:84 12 54 18
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CAUSAL VARIABLFS

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings
AMA Criteria 1-14

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
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CAUSAL VARIABLES

LOCAL EDUCATIMAL AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings
AAA CRITERIA 1-14

Fall 1970 to Spring 1972

WRITTEN PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Criteria

1. Agreed upon a definition of
the institution's mission

2. Established continuing objec-
tives and planning procedures
for long-range achievement
of the institution's mission

3. Identified resources and
constraints

4. Differentiated between where
the institution is going
and where it wants to go

5. Modified previously estab-
lished objectives

6. Identified and analyzed al-
ternative courses of action

7. Determined priorities

8. Made strategic action as-
signments

9. Defined standards of perfor-
mance for key administrators

10.

11.

Specified task completion
dates

Designed supplementary
planning efforts

AMOUNT OF PROGRESS

Minimum Moderate Maximum

EL1,EL2
EL3,EL4

F3

EL3
EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL4

EL1, EL2,
EL3,EL4

-ELLEL4 EL2

EL3 EL2,EL4 EL1

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL3

12. Assigned responsibilities
to subordinate units

13. Designed a methodology by
which future performance may
be evaluated in relation to EL1,EL2,
the performances specified EL3,EL4
in the plan

14. Produced and are implement-
ing a long-range strategic
plan

Total Number of Possible Effects:55 16

EL1,EL3 EL2,EL4

FL1,EL2,
EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL4

27 12
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SUMARY OF ATTITUDINAL FINDINGS

CAUSAL VARIABLES -

LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY LEVEL

Fall 1970 -- Spring lf)72

Item

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

DEVELOPMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL MISSION & OBJECTIVES

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

The goals of this organiza-
tion are articulated.

Our goals are realistic and
attainable with our best
efforts.

The top priority objectives
for state education are
clear to me.

I feel that the objectives
developed during AMA train-
ing reflect the most seri-
ous and pressing needs of
state education.

As I see it, the organiza-
tional priorities of the
objectives developed dur-
ing AMA training aro clear.

The kinds of things I am
doing will make a long-term
contribution to education.

As I see it, my organization
is moving in the right
direction.

EL1

EL1,EL2

MOBILIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 My organization's policy
statements are clear.

2 My organization's perfor-
mance standards are clear.

3 Good ways are used to let me
know how I can improve my
performance. EL1,EL2

EL2,EL3,
EL4

EL3,EL4

FL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL2,EL3,
EL1 EL4

EL3,EL4



Item
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IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Type of Data Effect Effect Fffect

4 I understand what results
must be produced to achieve
the stated objectives of
this organization.

5 The planning unit has been
helpful to me.

6 I haw good ways for knowing
how good our results are.

7 My organization has reliable
ways for knowing how well
it is achieving its objectives.

8 I think that the objectives
developed during AMA training
are clearly stated with re-
gard to results expected.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORT FOR PLANNING

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 My manager makes it clear he
is committed to the success EL1,EL2,
of our projects. EL3,EL4

2 Hy manager has expressed the
belief that the AMA's train-
ing program has been helpful. EL3,EL4 EL1,EL2

3 My manager understands plan-
ning theory and is able to
put it into practice. EL1,EL2 EL3,EL4

4 I believe my organization
gives me adequate training EL1,EL2,
to do my, work effectively. EL3,EL4

5 I feel good about my mana- EL1,FL2,
ger's ability to plan. EL3,EL4

6 My manager provides me with
adequate support to perform EL1,EL2,
my job. EL3,EL4

CREDIBILITY OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 As I see it, planning is an
integral part of running EL1,EL2,
the state's schools. EL3,FL4

2 As I see it, persons in this
organization put a lot of EL1,EL2,
effort into planning. EL3 ELI
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3 My capability to plan
effectively will positively
affect my future career
in this organization.

4 The activities relating to
planning are having an
effect on the policy of
this organization

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

Total Number of Possible Effects:100 7

EL1,EL2,
EL3,FIA

ELLEL21
EL3,EL4

87 6

Interpretation

An analysis of actual results on the first thirteen
criteria indicates that, with few exceptions, the SED's
and LEA's had made moderate progress on all of them. The
research team believed that most of the action taken on
most of t a criteria demonstrated that the organizations
had done more than just mention the criterion (minimum
progress); but they had not actually fully developed it
(maximum progress). ASIA training deEnitely helped the
educational agencies to devote considerable time and
energy to planning and to produce a wide range of plan-
ning documents. At least on paper, the germs of a
satisfactory planning process were present.

Powever, a survey of attitudinal findings related
to these planned actions reveals that, to a large extent,
the rlanning documents had not changed how people felt
about organizational planning. 11 pattern of no effects
emerged when we compared attitudes expressed fore train-
ing with attitudes expressed after training and after the
actions had been taken.

Training had not altered participants' impressions
of their ongoing rlanning process. By and large, the
Experimental agencies thought they were doing about the
same uantitv and uality of lannin before tiFIFTE---
began and a ter tra n ng ended. While some effects
might have been observed immediately after training,
many disappeared within a year. The TM program did very
little to change permanently, for example, attitudes on
the sense of organizational mission, objectives, perfor-
mance standards, and job descriptions.

Ps a result, if the orranization had considered
itself effective by the standards of certain training
goals before training, they had not changed their
opinions after training. On the other hand, if an
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organization had thought lit-9s. of its planning opera-
tions nrior to 7V12 training, the program did not sub-
stantially improve these opinions.

Thus, in terms of how persons in the SED's and
LEA's felt about their planning process, a strong pro-
cess remained strong and a weak process remained weak.
Despite the spate of planning documents produced as a
consequence of AMA training, opinions about the plan-
ning process in the organization itself remain unchanged.

This raises the significant issue of how viable,
in fact, these documents were. If they were usable
action papers, we would assume that the plans would
have affected the attitudes of those who developed and
worked with them. That the plans had virtually no
effect suggests that much of what was done during and
after training was seen as meaningless paner, production,
unrelated to the actual process by which plans were, or
were not, developed inside the agencies.

B. The Intervening Variables

The "intervening" variables reflect
the internal state and health of the
organization, e.g., the loyalties,
attitudes, motivations, performance
goals, and nerceptions of all members
and their collective capacity for
effective interaction, communication,
and decision making.

- Rensis Likert, The Human
Organization (1967)

The AM has sl..c^ific goals concerning these inter-
ven.ng variables that are crucial to an evaluation.
These variables r!re the essential ingredients of the
organizational environment that can make or mar the
team planning process.

This process depends on the development of strong
leadership to guide the organization; decentralization
of decisionmaking so that planning decisions can be
made, as much as possible, by those nearest the level
at which the decision will be implemented; and the
creation of teams of managers who cooperate with each
other to achieve jointly the educational objectives
specified in the plan.

Without a suitable internal environment, even
completi.. development and internalization of the thirteen
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AMA training goals (causal variables) cannot be trans-
lated into viable organizational rlans and actual
progress. To use an agricultural analogy, intervening
variables constitute the ground in which the seeds of
the causal variables are Planted, and from which will
hopefully grow mature plans and nrogress toward plan
objectives.

To evaluate these variables, we developed three
categories. Each contained interview and questionnaire
items, analysis of which gave the research team a com-
prehensive view of the effectivenss of the training
yrogram in that category. The several categories,
taken together, were the basis of overall conclusions as
to training's effect upon the internal workings of the
organizations. These categories were:

A. Leadership Climate

B. Decisionmaking

C. Management Team Relations

Data summary charts nresenting the results of our
interviews and questionnaires are reprinted from Chapter
Five below. Following the charts is an edited version
of our original interpretation of the data.
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INTERVENING VARIABLES

STATE EDUCATIONU AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings
Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
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T,TTITUDINAL DATA SUMMARY

Intervening Variables - State
Educational Agency Level

Fall 1970 - Spring 1972

Item

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Type of Data Effect Fffect Effect

LEADERSHIP CLIMATE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 Based on information I have
received from my boss, I
know if I am measuring up
in my job. El E2

2 My manager encourages and
supports innovation. Fl E2

3 Higher management's reac-
tions to the problems which
reach them are fair. E2 El

4 My manager knows and under-
stands the problems I face. El E2

5 My manager recognizes when
a problem is developing and
does something constructive
about it. El E2

6 My manager shows confidence
and trust in me. El E2

DECISIONMAKING

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Involvement in Decision-
making in the State Depart-
ment

2 Quality of Decisionmaking
in the State Department E1,E2

3 Influence of Planning on
decisionmaking provess

El,E2

E1,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

4 The people I work with par-
ticipate appropriately in
setting the goals of our El E2
work.
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LIPACT OF TRPINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

5 I am appropriately involved
in decisions affecting my work. Earn

6 I can influence the goals,
methods, and activities of
my organization. E1lE2

MANAGEMENT TEAM RELATIONS

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Promote cooperative teamwork El E2

2 Amount of cooperative teamwork El E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

3 My work group works hard to
achieve its goals. E1lE2

4 My work group understands
what we are trying to achieve. El E2

5 I feel my group works well
together. E2 El

6 I really feel my immediate
work group is getting things
done. El E2

7 When differences arise in my
work group, we have good ways
for settling them ourselves. E2 El

Total Number of Possible Effects:38 17 12 9
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INTERVENINS VATIABLES

LOCAL EDUCATIONZ AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of FindingF

Fall 1970 to S'rinc 1972
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ATTITUDINAL DATA SUMMRY

Intervening Variables - Local
Educational Agency Level

Fall 1970 - Spring 1972

Item Type of Data

LEADERSHIP CLIMATE

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 Based on information I have
received from my boss, I
know if I am measuring up EL1,EL2
in my job. EL3,EL4

2 My manager encourages and EL1,EL2,
supports innovation. EL3,EL4

3 Higher management's reactions
to the problems which reach EL1,EL2,
them are fair. EL3,EL4

4 rly manager knows and under- EL1,EL2,
stands the problems I face. EL3,EL4

5 My manager recognizes when a
problem is developing and does EL1 EL3
something constructive about it. EL2 EL4

6 My manager shows confidence PL1,EL2,
and trust in me. EL3,EL4

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

DECISIONMAKING

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS.

1 The people I work with parti-
cipate appropriately in set-
ting the goals of our work.

2 I am appropriately involved in
decisions affecting my work.

3 I can influence the goals,
method:;, and activities of my
organization.

Mr.IPGEHENT TEAM RELATIONS

QUESTIONNAIRE ITES

1 My work group works hard to
achieve its goals.

2 My work group understands what
we are trying to achieve.

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

E 11E1,2,

EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4

EL1,EL2,
EL3,EL4
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IMF7.CT OF TR.AINING

Positive No Negative
Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

3 I feel my group works well EL1,EL2,
together. EL3,EL4

4 I really feel my immediate
work grout) is getting EL1,EL2,
things done. EL3,EL4

5 When differences arise in
my work group we have good
ways for settling them EL1,EL2,
ourselves. EL3,EL4

Total Number of Possible Effects:56 0 54 2

Interpretation

The SED's and LEA's exhibited different training
effects. Among the SED's, the quality of El's interven-
ing variables were often improved by training, while in
E2 the same variables were frequently damaged by partici-
pation in the AM program. The LEA's TW a middle
position both in reference to the two Experimental States
and on the data summary chart; no effects of training were
the rule, not the exception, in these organizations.

These changes did not mem across-the-board, but
reflected the general trend of the data for each agency.
Not all items for El revealed positive effects; nor did
every indicator for E2 show negative effects.

What do these results mean for the planning pro-
cess? As sufficient but not necessary conditions for
effective planning, the intervening variables are crucial
to the AMA program. A healthy internal environment does
not guarantee effective planning, but effective planning
cannot genuinely occur without it. Fertile ground does
not always yield good crops, but good crops cannot grow
in infertile soil.

The data shows that State Educational Agency El's
internal environment, to a certain extent, was more
favorable to team planning after training than they had
been before; E2's was less favorable. The LEAs' environment
was unchanged. Because of the intervening variables'
potential contribution to organizational planning, we sur-
mise that El's chances for developing a viable planning
process were enhanced; E2's were diminished; and the
LEA's were unaffected by the Ann program.
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Our judgment is that AMA's objective of improving
the leadership climate, decisionmaking process, and
management team rnlations of these six educational
agencies had a 16% success rate.

Because of the positive effects that were measured,
the training had its intended impact,on many items, in
El. Yet the program was largely unsuccessful in promot-
ing favorable internal variables in the other Experimental
State or in the LEA's. The AMA failed in E2 because of
negative training effects and in the four school districts
which registered no effects at all.

C. The End-Result Variables

The end-result variables are the
dependent variables which reflect
the achievements of the organiza-
tion. . .

- Rensis Likert, The Human
Organization (1967)

Analysis of the end-result variables answered the 10
question, "What happened as a result of the AMA program?"
The causal and intervening variables laid groundwork for
the development of ongoing divisional plans and actual
progress toward educational objectives t erein. Comple-
tion of the thirteen ANA training goals and the develop-
ment of a favorable internal environment were essential
for genuine planning and goal attainment.

As was necessary in our consideration of previous
variables, actions and attitudes became the twin centers
of attentioiraaend-reWETETTEe assessed. Even if
plans and progress are being made, if individuals believe
that their plans remain undeveloped and their progress
is nonexistent, the process will collapse from lack of
support. If organization members believe that plans are
inoperable and nrogress impossible, chances are that
they are right. Actions and attitudes more often agree
than disagree, even if we do not consider the social-
psycbological reality of the self-fulfilling prophecy.

Our examination of end-result variables took two
forms, the first an analysis of SEP priority area plans
and LEA general plans. In both cases, widely accepted
criteria of what constitutes an operational plan were
used. Secondly, we asked organization members what they
thought about their plans and progress. From these sources,
we drew our interpretations and conclusions.

10
Raymond E. Klawuhn and Alexander J. Basso, "Final

Report: Adapting and Testing Business Management Develop-
ment Programs for Educational Administrators" (mimeo),
Jan. 1972, p. 29.
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END RESULT VARIABLES

STATE EDUCATIONT.L AGEMCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings
Fall 1970 to Soring 1972
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ANALYSIS OF STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY
PRIORITY AREA PLANS

End Result Variablbs

Spring 1972

ESED #1 ESED t2

Career Early Human
Educa- Read- Child- Rela- Read-
tion ing hood tions ing

CRITERIA ANALYSIS
1. Title Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2. Identifi-

cation No No No No Yes
3. Feeds As-

sessment Yes Yes Yes Yes No
4. Recommen-

dations No Yes Yes Yes Yes
5. Expected

Results Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
6. Time

Frames Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
7. Responsi-

bility No No No No Yes
8. Resource

Require-
ments No No No No Yes

9. Evalua-
tion
Strategies No Yes No No No

10. Rationale No No No No No

Yes=4 Yes=6 Yes=5 Yes=5 Yes=7

No =6 No =4 No =5 No =5 No =3
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ATTITUDINAL DATA SUMMARY

End Result Variables
STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

Fall 1970 - Spring 1972

Item Type of Data

IMPACT 0? TRAINING

Positive No Negative
Effect Effect Effect

DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Produce and implement a long-
range strategic plan El E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

2 My organization's overall plan
is operable. El,E2

PROGRESS TOWARD GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

CONTENT DATA DRAWN FROM INTERVIEWS

1 Number of objectives toward
which progress has been made

2 Level of Progress toward
those objectives

El,E2

E1,E2

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

3 As I see it, my organization
has made progress in attain-
ing its objectives. F1,E2

Total Number of Possible EffectsA.0 0 9 1
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END RESULT VARIABLES

LOCAL EDUCATIONPL AGENCY LEVEL

Summary of Findings
Fall 1970 to Spring 1972
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ANALYSIS OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PLANS

End Pesult Variableg

Spring 1972

ELEPO1 ELEA#2 ELEA#3

CRITERIA ANALYSIS
1. Title Yes Yes Yes

2. Identification No No No

3. Needs Assessment No No No

4. Recommendations Yes Yes Yes

5. Expected Results Yes Yes No

6. Time Frames Yes Yes No

7. Responsibility No No No

8. Resource Requirements No Yes No

9. Evaluation Strategy No No No

10. Rationale No No No

Yes=4 Yes=5 Yes=2

No =6 No =5 No =8



ATTITUDINAL DATA SUMMARY

End Result Variables

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY LEVEL

Fall 1970 - Spring 1972

IMPACT OF TRAINING

Positive No Negative

Item Type of Data Effect Effect Effect

DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG RANGE STRATEGIC PLAN

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 My organization's overall EL3
plan is operable. EL1,EL2 EL4

PROGRESS TOWARD GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS

1 As I see it, my organiza-
tion has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

Total Number of Possible Effects:8
2

FL1,EL2
FL3,EL4

6 0

Interpretation

We sound plans and progress not completely
acceptable. Concerning the plans, we determined that
their objectives and strategies were well developed ane
contained practical guidelines to assess their attain-
ment (percentage achievement levels, cli nt groups,
and deadline dates). However, several rLauired elements
for an operational plan were often missing.

Systematic analyses of the needs that underlay
action objective or strategy were not integral parts
of the plans seen by the research team. Nor were the
personnel and money required to reach an objective
outlined in relation to that objective. Responsibility
for reaching specific objectives or strategies was
frequently left obscure. While the plans concisely
stated where the agencies wished to go, they contained
few evaluation methods to tell how fast the organiza-
tions were moving or whether they had arrived.

This was reflected in the attitudes of members
of the SED's and LEA's. One of the reasons given by
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the AMA for applying business management development
programs to education was that:

Realistic, measurable objectives
appear to be nonexistent in many
educational agencies, and when
defined they are frequently vagu,
not explicit, and unmeasurable.11

Q

If this was the situation prior to AMA training, then,
according to program participants, not much has ''angel
as a result of '-raining. No significant changes were
recorded in views of the operability of agency plans or
in aggregate awareness of progress toward ibjectives.

SED's and LEA's that considered their plans effec-
tive and their progress steady before training did not
substantially change their -Flews over time. Conversely,
if plans were thought unrealistic or unmeasurable before
AMA training, they were seen the same way after training.
One of the reasons why opinions did not improve (and in
some cases they declined), was because some plans were
indeed unrealistic and unmeasurable. The absence of
needs statements, cost estimates, responsibility assign-
ments, and evaluative methods made them less than realis-
tic. The Arm put an army of objectives into the field
without the elementary logistics to make them work.

This is not to dismiss the progress made in all
agencies in establishing effective, efficient planning
systems. 9any of the plans reviewed during this phase
of the evaluation were tightly reasoned, logical state-
ments of educational purpose. Their terminology, though
it was lifted directly from AqA, phrased administrative
and curricular goals more practically than the rhetoric
used in most other educational institutions we have
studied. Moreover, even if training was able directly
to accomplish little else, it did raise peoples'
consciousness of the existence of planning.

Section 3: Overall Conclusions on the Effectiveness
of the AWL Program

Preliminary Considerations

Using the evidence and analysis presented in every
previous r-hapter, we turn to answer the critical question
of this evaluation: Was the AMA Program worthwhile? Did
the experimental educational agencies derive sufficient
benefit from AMA training to justify the time and money
it cost?

1 lIbid., p. 4.



The answer to this basic, general question rests
on answers to subsidiary questions: Did AMA training
positively affect the actions and attitudes of the
participating educational agencies toward management
and planning concepts and skills? A second, parallel
concern develops: Even if actions and attitudes of
persons within the organizations were improved by train-
ing, did these changes enhance organizational output?
Did the LEA's and SED's produce viable plans and move
toward their stated educational objectives?

Basic Conclusions

Two years, a considerable investment, and the
cooperation of many sponsoring and participating agen-
cies, have been devoted to these issues. Now the data
are in and the conclusions have been drawn. What are
our overall conclusions?

Concerning actions and attitudes, we note that
all agencies have FNly committed themselves to some
degree of planning and have produced planning documents
relating to the original thirteen AMA training goals.
Despite this written work, however, attitudes about
planning and METFectiveness showed no change after
training. In terms of the causal and infarvening vari-
ables, we thus demonstrated that training has had no
significant effects on inc'ividual views of organization
plans or internal environments.

Given the negative response to this first question,
the second question on actual output becomes predictably
academic. Since the AMA program rtid not substantially
change participant perceptions of plans or work environ-
ments, we cannot anticipate any shift in how much the
organizations were able to accomplish. Theoretically,
output should have remained relatively stable; analysis
revealed that it did so. To be sure, plans were developed
to establish department nriorities and school district
programs. But these plans failed to meet all, qualita-
tive criteria of viable plans: they required further
elaboration and some revision. In addition, the SED's
and LEA's themselves did not believe that their plans
had grown more operable or that they had progressed toward
objectives. In view of the incompleteness of many plans,
as well as the current lack of reliable methoOs of
evaluating organizational progress, these comparatively
static attitudes are unstartling.

At the conclusion of our study, the AMA program
had not significantly altered attitudes toward planning,
nor had it enabled the SLD's and LEA's to produce complete,
acceptable plans or to make measurable progress toward
realizing them.
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Therefore, the research team concludes that the
MA program exerted no significant effect on the
actions, at!-4tudes, or output of the Experimental
educational _gencies. Since virtually no significant
changes in the agencies appeared, the research team
believes that the Experimental agencies did not benefit
from AMA training to a degree that justifies the time
and money expended on the program.

Recommendations

In our judgment, the AMA planning process and
training design demand considerable revision. If the
program were further developed in a number of aspects
enumerated below (and introduced earlier in this
report), its impact ton educational agencies might be
strengthened. Whether the consequent improvement would
warrant continuation of this program or others similar to
it, is a decision for the reader. Our suggestions are
directed toward two aspects of the present AMA program:
the planning process and the basic training design
itself.

Issues Related to the Planning Process

Planning must
designed to meet the
tion. Insistence on
of student behavior,
process goals, which
effectiveness.

be seen as a flexible process
specific needs of a givenorganiza-
writing objectives only in terms
for example, may overlook critical
in turn reduces the plan's

The underlying assumptions and implications of
Planning for the particular organizations being trained
should be thoroughly developed. Trainees must clearly
comprehend the value and meaning of planning if they
are to accent and use it.12

The issue of who writes the objectives, and for
what ends, must be faced squarely. Flans cannot effec-
tively be imposed on People in modern, complex organiza-
tions. As discussed in this report, experts inside the
organization who are skilled in the administrative or
educational specialties covered by plans have a critical
input to contribyte, and they should have every oppor-
tunity to do so."

12
Cf. Chr!s Argyris, Intervention Theory and Method

(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1971).

13
Warren Bennis, Changing Organizations (New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1965).



In programs designed to increase plannin compe-
tence, the importance of developing an unambiguous
understanding of planning ccncepts cannot be overesti-
mated. The critical relationship of budgeting tilvalua-
tion and nlannina should also be emphasized_._ for plans
that rest on little base-line data and carry no price
tags only weaken the credibility of planning.

Issues Related to Training Design

The pre-training diagnosis of organizational
needs and problems must be improved. Specific needs
vary greatly among organizations; applying "cookbook"
solutions to all organizations as if they were identical
is a common error of training designs such as the one
evaluated here. A clear prior understanding of an
organization's unique needs would enable a training
program to be tailored to the needs of the client group.

MapID agement team development, too, is a complex
process. Specific team development goals should be
framed, in order to improve the group's performance.
This may require approaches very different from those
taken by strictly cognitive training. Both the process
and cognitive elements of a training sequence must
receive attention if genuine, lasting organizational
change is desired.

A basic question of design is the applicability
of Likert's linking-pin model of organization to educa-
tion. The question of how public educational organiza-
tions actually futntion must be addressed within the
planning process.." The imposition of a model that may
not fit education can prove extremely wasteful. This
issue is relevant to the special relationships between
Stte Education Departments and Local Educational
:'.gencies that were discussed earlier in this report:
to assume in the planning process that SED's control
LEA's, when in'fact they do not, is to render the plan-
ning process weak at the root.

A second issue concerns the applicability of
Likert's model to the current individual role definitions

14
Argyris, 2E. cit.

15Richard Beckham, Organization Development
(Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1970).

16
Ibid.
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that exist in educational agencies. If one is to
decide whether it is desirable to apply such a model
to education, this issue and its underlying assumntions
about roles in organizations must be thoughtfully
analyzed.

These suggestions for further development are notput forward as an indictment of the agencies, which
worked remarkably well with what they had been given.
Most of the ideas in the AMA program are feasible and
essential, even though their implementation strategy is
open to serious criticism.

This report is intended to encourage the continu-
ing evolution of the planning process by providing
reliable information and valid feedback on what has gone
before, in order to imnrove what will come later. For,
as has been noted by another writer, "The purpose of
evaluation is not to prove but to improve."17

1
7Daniel L. Stuffl3heam et al., Educational

Evaluation and Decision Making (Bloomington, Indiana:
Phi Delta Kappa, Inc., 1971).
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APPENDIX A

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF DATA - CAUSAL VARIABLES,

CHAPTER FOUh
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Definition of the Institution's Mission

Exp.#1

H= 1.218:Sig.= NS

p= 0.037:Sig. .05

Exp.#2

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

H=1.125 :Sig. NS

Spring, 1972

P *0 349 :Sig: NS

H-6.942 :Sig.m.01

Exp. #1

H= 1.422:Sig.= NS

P= 0.507:Sig.= NS

1)=0.213 :Sig.= NS Exp.#2

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way Binomial Test of

Experiment #1

&
Experiment #2

4 H=1.218 P*6.037

8 Sig.= NS Sig. .05

Spring,1972

Experiment #1

Experiment #2

3 H=1.422 p= 0.507

5 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall. 1970
Spring,1972

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

4 H=1.25 .p= 0.349_

3 Sig.= NS Sig.= 'AS

Experiment #2

4

xperiment #2

8 H=6.942 p'AL211.

Sig.= NS5 Sig.= .01
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Sense of SED Mission

Exp.#1

H =0.000 :Sig.= NS

p=
. or

Control #1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

H 0.000 NS

Spring, 1972

pm 0,273;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=0.000 :Sig.= NS
p *0 . 000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1970

Exp.#2

H=0.056 :Sig.= NS

p=0.000 .001
002

Control #1

Spring, 1972

HIE ,000Sig= NS

pw 0.000 Sig.= .001
005

Hir D. 000sig.=_Jia__

NS

0 Exp.#2

H= 6.000 :Sig.= NS

p= 0.000;Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1970 Spr ..g, 1972

Exp. #1 He 0 .000Sig. NS

H= 0.160 :Sig.= NS

0.028 :Sig.= .05

Exp. #2

fi 0.000 ;Sig.= NS

p- 0.000 ;Sig.= .001=Ur

Exp.#1

1-1= 0.000:Sig.= NS

p = 0.000;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2
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Pall, 1970
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1
&

Control #1

5 Ha 0.000 Pz 0.015

2 Signif.n NS Signif.2.01

Experiment#2

4
Control #1

9 His 0.056 pa 0.000002

2 Signif. NS Signif.u.001

Experiment#1

&
Experiment#2

Hs 0.160 pe0.028

9 signifo NS Signif.=.05

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1
&

Control #1

1 H. 0.000 p=0.000

2 Signif. NS signif.=NS

Experiment#2

&

Control #1

2 H. 0.000 p=0.000

2 Signif. NS Signif.=NS

Experiment #1

&

Experiment#2

1 Hill 0.000 i P0.000

2 signif in NS Signif.=NS

Fall, 1970
to

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

&
Experiment #1

5 Hs 0.000 p=0.0009

1 Signif.uNS signic IC 001

Experiment #2

Experiment #2

9 H. 0.000 0.000005

2 Signif.= NS signite .001

Control#1

Control#1

__-1..._

2

H= 0.01)0 P = 0.273

Signif.0 NS Signif.= NS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 3 : How do you feel about the direction your organization
is moving?

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall 1970 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1 Exp.#1

H= 0.126:Sig.= NS

pe 0.000:Sig.= NS

H=0.187 !Sig.- NS H=16225:Sig.= NS

p= O. 000 :Sig.= NS p *0.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1
1.5a1:Sig.= NS

Control #1

0.0DoSig.= NS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972
H- O. 004Sigog NS

Exp. #2 Exp.#2

pu 0.000Sig.= NS

H=6.307 :Sig.- 05

1)=0.000 :Sig.' NS

11=2 . 083 :Sig.= NS

p =MOO ;Sig.:: NS

Ha 1.591Sig= NS

Control #1 r r Control #1

pa 0 . 000 Sig.* NS

Fall, 1970 Sprinc 1972

Exp. #1 H= 0.126 :Sig.= NS
Exp.#1

0.000:Sig.= NS

H=7.680 :Sig.= .01 H=4.335 :Sig.= .05

piP0 . 000 :Sig.= NS P=0.000 ;Sig.= NS

H=O.00 1 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2 p =0 . COO ;Sig.= NS
Exp.#2
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Its 3 : How do you feel about the direction your organization

is mavinct?

Fall, 1970
N Kruskal-Wallis One-Way

Analysis of Variance
Binominal Test of

Proportions

Experiment #1 12 Ha 0.187 P at 0.000

Control #1 12 Signif.o NS Signif.0 NS

Experiment#2 12 Ho 6.307 p i 0.000
4

Control #1 12 Signif.= .05 Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 12 H- 7.680 pe 0.000
&

Experiment#2 12 Signif.= .01 signicu NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1 9 Hu 0.975 P =0.000
&

Control #1 11 Signif.- N3 Signif.=NS

Experiment#2 10 His 2.083 P=0.000
&

Control #1 11 Signif. NS Signif .=NS

Experiment#1 9 H= 4.335
&

Experiment#2 10 Signif.= .05

Fall, 1970
to

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1 12 H= 0.126 p=0.0U0

Experimen, NI 9 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2 12 H0 0.004 p= 0.000$
Experiment #2 10 Signif.= NS Signif NS

Control#1 12 Hu 1.591 P = 0.000
&

Control#1 11
Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 4 The kinds of things I am doing will make a long-term contribution

SCALE

VALUES

to education.

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

Total

CI

es-

el

El

CI

e.

el

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall, 1970
T1

a
60 5.467 1.214

N X SD N
73
51

Spring, 1971
T2

rg 5.697 1.301 61

165 185

X
5.630
5.196
5.393

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 T4

SD N 5C SD N X SD
1.339 68 .838 1.31 40 5.6001.051
1.233 45 .200 '.43 40 4.9751.422
1.159 67 .50711.10 61 5.2781.252

2

V17 .6221 .0 7r6 X391.151 I
7Fr 207

Two-Way Anal of Var

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #2

UL
.Row

Row

11 & T2 1 T2 L T3 T3 F T4 Tl & T4

F P Sigpif_ F ,Signif Signif

0.005 4S 0.959 NS 2.134 NS 0.560 NS
0.096 NE 3.232 NS 4.160 .05 0.060 NS
1 785 NS 074 NS 1 5: NS 01
3.217 NS 2.642 NS 2.879 NS 2.288 NS

Col 1.817 NS
Row 1.443 NS
Col.' 1.340 NS
Row 6.324 .02
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 5: Modify previously established objectives.

Exp.#1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

His 1.508 :Sig. NS

Spring, 1972

Exp. #1

p 0.000 :Sig: .01
966

H= 0.028:Sig.= NS H=1.750 :Sig.= NS
p= 0.03 :Sig.* .05 P=0.450 :Sig.= NS

74

/I= 3.891 :Sig.= .05
Exp.#2

p = 0.017 :Sig.= .05

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
anala.si.s of Variance

Binomial Test of
Propnrtinnc

P s 0.0374Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

4 H= 0.028

8 Sig.= NS Sig. . 05

Spring, 1972
Experiment #1

Experiment #2

7 II= 1.750 p =0.450

9 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fan, 1970
Spring, 1972
Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

4 H= 1.508 p = 0.000966

7 Sig.= NS Sig.= .01

Experiment #2

&

xpeximent #2

8 H. 3.891 p = 0.017

9 Sig.= .05 Sig.= .05

Exp. #2
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amnia ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Identify and analyze alternative courses of action.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

H= 1.256:Sig.= NS

0.774:Sig. NSP=

Exp. #2

Hu 1.442 :Sig. NS

p * 0.089 :Sig: NS

H= 2.5641:Sig.= NS

. pr.- 0.171 :Sig.= NS

Exp . #1

Hu3.102 :Sig.= NS
pe0.B80 :Sig.= NS

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Propartinne

P P. 0.774Experiment #1

Experiment #2

6 Hie 1.256

6 Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Spring, 1972
Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

6 if= 3.102 p = 0.880

6 Sig. =NS Sig.'s NS

Fall, 1570-
Spr ing , 1972

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

6 Hag 1.442 p "J1..1113.9_

Sig.- NS6 Sig. PI NS

Experiment #2

&

xperiment #2

6 Hat 2.5641 p z 0.171

6 Sig.- NS Sig.= NS

Exp. #2



CONTENT MAIMS DATA

Item 3 : Determine Priorities.

Exp.11

H=0.949 :Sig.= NS

p=0.378 :Sig. NS

Exp.#2

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Spring, 1970 Fall, 1972

H=4.408 :Sig. .05

p 0.066 :Sig: NS

H=5.485 :Sig.= .02

=0 *Sig . 001000 =p . .
001

Exp.*1

Hain_752 Ns.

NO.000 :Sig.= NS
002

Spring, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallii One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test 'of
Pmnpnrtinnc

Experiment *1

Experiment *2

5 H= 0.949 P P. 0.378

7 Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Fall,. 1972 I

Experiment *1

&

Experiment *2

,

II= 0.752 p
=Q-2-8*

Sig.= .001

......6.

10 Sig.= NS

Spring, 197
Fall, 1972 .

Experiment *1

&

Experiment *1

5 li= 4.408 p 2 0.066

6. Sig.= . 05 Sig.= NS

Experiment *2

xperiment *2

7 Hu 5.485 p= 0.000001

10 Sig.=.02 Sig.= .001

Exp.#2



Exp.#1
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Do you feel that the objectives developed as a result of AMA
training_ reflect the moat serious and pressing needs of state
education?

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall 1971 Spring, 1972

H- 0.124 :Sig. NS Exp.#1

psP1.000:Sig: NS

H= 5.041:Sig.= .05 H=2.535 :Sig.=_As___
p= 1.000:Sigoo NS P=1.000 :Sig.= NS

H=0.142 :Sig.* NS
Exp.#2

1)=1.000 :Sig.= NS Exp.#2

-
Fall 197

..

Kruskal-Wallik ate -Way
.

Binomial Test of

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

9 H= 5.041 P 1.000

10 Sig.a...49.5 Sig. NS-
.

Spring, 1972

-

,..--__

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

9 H= 2:515 P 17La=

Sig.= NS10 Sig.= NS
,

Fall, 1971-
Spring 1972

_

.

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

9 H=0.124 p° 1.000

9 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
--

Experiment #2

$
xperiment 02

10

,

.1

H=0.142

v

p=1.000

10 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS



SCALE

VALUES

480

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

The goals of this organization are articulated.

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

CI

Fall, 1970
TI

163

14X.111
SD

7
4.203 148
5.23 1.222

.6

Spring, 1971
T2

N

_Za
52

61

186

X SD
4_908 1_497
4.096 1.376
4.496 1.501

Fall, 1971

T3
N X SD
68 5.4111.318
45

1

4.8221.402
65 4.8951.232

241
_§.1 4.7371.66?

Spring, 1972
T4

N
40
39

59

204

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

X SD
5.175 1.27B
ETR 1.463
4.610 1.453
4.545 1.337

Two-Way Anal of Var.

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

Col.

Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1

ROW
Col.

Row
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #2

T1 LT2 T2 T3 T3 T4 Tl T4
F Signif Signif F Signif

_§

gionif
'NS0.197 NS 8.80 .01 2.175 VS 1.782

7.578 .01 6.36 .05 9.328 .J1 1.400 NS
14_119 _ 9.42 .01 4 795 05 1.856 NS
5.063 .05 1.704 NS 1.207 NS '11.665 .001

Col 1.290 NS
Row 11.914 .001
Col. 3.327 NS
Row 0.242 NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 Our goals are realistig gnI attainable with ou: est efforts.

Y

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0

3.8

3:6

3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

ci
el

Ei............ 1111401
CI

Fs.

10sammi
al

Et

1

1

1

1

1

!

!

!

Cl
!SI
,

ell.

Fall,

N
38

...."

bb

163

1970
Ti
X

5.342
4.610

SD
1.047
1.630

Spring,

N
21
1.1..

61

185

T/
I

4.4.9.1.1

4.392
4 902

1971

SD

1.232

Fall,

N

61._
45
67
67-

1971

Z3
.X

5.264
5.133

SD

1...41
1.21

Spring,

N
_ID
40
61

A§
207

1972
T1

I
-5,211(
4.75(1,1

SD

1.1Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

1.1.

1.297
LITT .21:25.507 1.065.379 1.092

x.33: 1.165,A2 ' :
241

Two-Way Anal of Var. Ti #5 T2 T2 8 T3 T3 T4 Ti 5 T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

.. .. 40

0.000_ NS 0 1 :4: W.

row 6.288 .05 0.186 NS 0.620' NS I n.no6 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1

. 11.964 .001 os , : a I 44 L,

'ow 3.539 _NS 5.681 .05 6.439 .05 11.452 .001
Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 0.285 NS
Control SED #2 Row 0.845 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 1.919 NS
Control SED #2 Row 6.120 .05

7.0

.8

.6

.4

.2

.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

2

4

6

7
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 7 The top priority objectives of state education are
clear to me.

Scale

Valuei

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

el

CI
cz

sa

C'
C2

It

Fall, 1971
T3

Springt41972

N
Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2

-T21.111 4;41
nzWav Analysis o Var.

Experiment SED#1
w/ccuornl smit

Experiment SED#2
W/Control SFO#1

Experiment SED#1
W/Controt SED#2

Experiment SED#2
WLControl SED#2

fnl
Pnw
rn1
Pnw
rn1
Raw

Col.
Roy;

X SD
5.b171.425 40
4.3001.575 40
5 41717I95 61
1777517706 gr

207

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

SD
5.4001.295
4.725 TM 2
57016 rn
461.38)

TA T4
S ipni

2.989
2.652 NS
1.437 NS
5.232 .05
2.151 NS
4.136 .05
0.9(9 NS-
3.2-41 NS



Item 8

483

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

I feel that the objectives developed during AMA training
reflec

Scale

Values

It $41 $ -

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

El

El

El

et

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

7.0
6.8
5.6

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

..ducation.

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 T4

Experimental SED#1

Experimental SED#2

Total

68
45

4.926
4,333

SD N

1..AR7 39
1.381 39

X

5.333
4.178

SD

1.131
1.555

113 78

Two Way Analysis of
Variance T

-
T34

Experimental SED#1
W/Experimental SED#2

F Sifnif.

low
0.024

16.981
NS

.001
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 9 As I see it the o erational riorities of the ob'ec-
tives eveloped during AMA training are c ear.

Scale

Values

7.0

6

6.8

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

El

El

EX

EZ

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.0

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Fall, 1971
T3

Spring, 1972
T4

Experimental SED#1

Experimental SBD#2

Total

N

ifi
45

X

4.458
4.200

SD

1.887
1.501

N

37
39

7
5.1,08
3.589

SD

1.264
1.516

113 76

Two Way Analysis of
Variance T3 T4

Experimental SED#1
W/Experimental SED#2

F

7n1_

la
0.015

15.065

Simnif.
NS
.001
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1: Define standards of performance for key administrators.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1 H=1.777 :Sig. NS Exp.#1

p *0.000 :Sig:.001
095

11. 0.600:Sig.= NS His0.003 :Sig.= NS
p= 0.644 :Sig. NS 2=0.104 :sig.= NS

H*0.680 :Sig.* NS
Exp.#2

p =0.000 :Sig.'s. 001
001

Fall 197 $ N
Kruskal-Wallit One-Way

:1- . .,

Binomial Test of

Experiment #1
&

Experiment #2

2 H= 0.600 F 0.644

Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Spring, 1972
Experiment #1

Experiment #2

6 H=0.003 p= 0.104

9 Sig.= NS Sig.= Ns

Fall, 1970-
Spring, 1972
Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

2 H =1.777 p° 0.000095

6 Sig.= NS sig..001

Experiment #2
&

xperiment #2

2 His 0.680 pli 0.000001

9. sig.. NS Sig.=. 001

Exp.#2



486

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Specify task completion dates and action assignments.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Exp.11

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

II= 1.562 :Sig. NS Exp.11

p 0.000 :Sig: .001
001

H= 1.800:Sig.= NS H=3.681 :Sig.=NS
_

P-
0.316:sigoo NS

Pr4.0.152 :Sig.=NS

II= 3.125 :Sig.= NS
Exp.12

Exp.12p= 0.078 :Sig.= NS

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of

Prquvrtinnc

P 0.316Experiment #1

Experiment 12

1 H=1.800

3 Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Spring, 1973
Experiment 11

Experiment 12

6 H= 3..681 p =0.152

4 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall, 1970-
Srin , 1972

Experiment 11

Experiment 01

J._ Hut 1.562 -p =0.000001

Sig.= .0016 Sig.=Ag_

Experiment 12

xperiment 12

q HE 3.125 p =0.078

4 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 3 : Assign responsibilities to subordinate units.

Exp.#1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

H=0.083 :Sigo,_ lJS

p=0.780 :Sig.* NS

Exp.#2

HZ 2.142:Sig. NS

p a 0.000 :Sig: .001
005

Hig 4.521 :Sig.=.05

p= 0.000 . G;*-1.

001

Exp. #1

2.042 :Sig- =.11.9____

PE0.450

Fall, 1970

.-

N
Kruskal-Wallii One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Prnrnytinpc

P 0,780Experiment #1

Experiment #2

2 H= 0.083

3 Sig.= NS Sig. vs
--,=----

aring, 1972
Experiment #1

Experiment #2

7 H= 2.042 p= 0.450

9 Sig.= NS Sig.=lis

Fall, 1970 -
Spring, 1977

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

2 H= 2.142 .p= 0.000005

7 Si 0 NSg. Sig.= .001

Experiment #2

4
xperiment #2

3

9

H= 4.521 P = 0.000001

Sig.: .05 Sig.=.001

Exp.#2
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SCALE

VALUES

488

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

My organization's policy statements are clear.

7.0

6.R
6.t1

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

total

Two-Wa, Anal o

C.1

et
El

El Et

Cz

Fall, 1970

N
38
59

66

63

X

5.132
4.237
5.500

SD
1.547
1.622
1.113

Spring, 1971

N X SD
71 5.239 1.439
51 4.020 1.378
57 5.298 1.322

T2

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #2

Fall, 1971

X SD
68
N

5.176 1.257

4.644 1.264
67

4.606 1.666
24T

83 EPP !! 2 919 NS
2.915 NS 0.019 NS

T2 T3

Spring, 197:

T4
N I 7 SD

1.189
1.441

4.813 1..370
4,439 1.348

10... 5.20Q

12_ 4.230
59

ESL
204

6.(

c
,

3.

1.6

I.t)

T1 T4

Row

Col. 0.150
Row 12.894
Col. 2.026
Row 0.175

NS
.001
NS
NS

NS
091
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

My organization's performance standards are understood.

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4.

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI

El

et

EA

c.1

Ci
El
o

Ca

at

C2.

Et Et Et

Fall,

N
36
60
6Pr

162

1970

Ti

X
5.250

SD
1.273

Spring,

N
73

'V
X

4.932

1971

SD
1.456

Fall,

N
68

1971

T3
X

4.0561.727
3.48830.220
4.1041.426

SD

Spring,

N
21.1,11z
40
59
AL.3.712

1972

TI

X

3.350

SD
lap
1.40

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

45
-r7
-CT

4.200
37T21

1.634 52
-6T

186

3.442 1.434
1-7TO4.738 4.152 1.281.302

3.85O1.32 1.22
241 203

Two Way Anal of Var., Tl & T2 T2 & T3 T3 & T4 Ti T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

F Signif_ P Stgnif P Signif P Sigtdf_.
.001Col. NS 17.89E\ .001 0.269 NS 39.989

.01 0.142 NS 0.062 NS 0.219 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1

,Row

Col. 45.672 .001 2:156' NS 0.056 NS 31.295 .V.1.

Row 15.005 .001 24.911 .001 13.841 .001 28.5661 .001
Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 0.114 NS
Control SED #2 Row 1.343 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 1.354 NS

5.690 1.05Control SED #2 Row

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

11,-m 9 Good wa s are used to let me know how I can improve my performance.

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4

4.7

VALUES 4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4.

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

El
C%

El ---.....___

El
CI

c
E1

ci

ca

-

EL

cz c1.

E2
A

Fall,

N
39
60

Ts

164

1970
T1

X

4.743
SD

1.229

Spring,

N
73
52
64

189

T2
X

4.575

1971

SD
1.342

Fall,

N
68
45
67
61

1971

T3
X

4.558
SD

1.52'

Spring,

N
40
39
60
66

205

1972

Ti

X

4.6501.369
SD

Lxperimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

3.5111.47 3.6151.33r3.346 1.3113.666 1.612
4.3001.4294.015 1.768 4.149 1.57:4.707 1.588

3.934 1.65 3.9691.46-
241

Two-Way Anal of V T1 k_ T2 T2 & T3 T3 E T4 T1 T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

F Signif_ F Si nif F $ n'

Col. 4.569 .05 0.096 NS 0.36' NS 1.473 NS

Bow
Col.

2.190
6.057

NS
.05

6.589
0.509

..05
NS

3.629
0.378

NS
NS

6.872
1.240

NS
NSExperiment SED#2 W/

Control SED #1 Row 17.286 .001 9.769 .01 10.184 .01 ).7.529 .001

Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 0.097 NS
Control SED #2 Row 10.343 .01
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 0.108 NS
Control SED #2 Row 3.381 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5,6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

4,4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

411
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 10 I understand what results must be roduced to achieve
the stated objectives of this organization.

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4.
2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

El

CI

et
Et

Fall,
T3
1971

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
Total

Springt41972

N SD N D
68 5.3X97 1.457 40 5.0X 751S.162

45 4.688 1.427 40 4.3251.45(
67 4.955 1.353 60 4.8001.492

T7101 TIT 4.6151...az
fTT

,Two-Wav Analysts Var.

Experiment SED#1 4cro
W/Contro1 SRN] nw

Experiment SED#2
Pi/Control SPD#1

cnt
Rnw

Experiment SED#1 cro

Experiment SED#2
W/Control SED#2

Col
Row

T1

1-649
3-720
1_671
3.413
7_ 693

Td

NS
NS
NS
NS
.01

3,807
0.972

NS
NS

IMP

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Role of Planning Unit Awareness of need to evaluate our

programs.

Exp.#1

H= :Sig.= -

p= :Sig.* -

Exp.#2

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Has c.5.01: Sig . NS

0.068:Sig: NS

H= -

P',
:Sig.

Exp.#1

Hu 0.750 NS

0 924 :Si8= NS

Fall, 1971 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Ansuasis_ of Variance

Binomial Test of
Propnrtinng

P * -Experiment #1

4
Experiment #2

0 H= -

0 . Sig.= - Sig.-

Spring, 197
Experiment #1

Experiment #2

2 H= 0.750 p =0.924

3 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall, 1971 -
Spring, 197

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

1 H= 1.500 P'0110-
Sig.= NS2 Sig.= NS

Experiment #2

xperiment #2

0 H= ni
1

3 Sig.= Sig.=

Exp.#2
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Role of Planning Unit - Available to answer planning questions.

Exp.#1

H= 4.591:Sigz .05
p= 0.924:Sig. NS

Exp.#2

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

H= 0.600 :Sig. NS

p a 0.026 :Sig: .05

H= 3. 050 :Sig.= NS

p = 0.028 :Sig.'s .05

Exp.#1

H=7.787 :Sig.=.01
P= 7174 :Sig.= Ns

Fall, 1971 N
Kruskal-Wallib One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Prnpnytinnc

P. 0.924ExFriment #1

Experiment 4#2

6 H= 4.591

7 Sig.= .05 Sig. NS

Spring, 1972,
A

-4

His 7.787 p = 0-774Experiment #1

Experiment #2 q Sig.= .01 Sig.= Ns

Fall, 1971 -
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

6 H= 0.600 p = 3.050

8 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Experiment #2

xperiment #2

7 Hig 0.026 p = 0.028

9 Sig.= .05 Sig.= .05

Exp.#2
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 3 : Role of Planning Unit - Writing guidelines for plan

Exp.#1

development.

H. 3.266:Sig.= NS

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

H=0.006 :Sig. NS

p 40.377 :Sig: NS

p= 0.038:Sig NS

Exp.#2
H-4.500 :Sigoi.05

p=0.150 :Sig.: NS

Exp.#1

H=6.545 :Sig.=.02

P=0_152 :Sig.= NS

Fall, 1971 N
_.

Kruskal-Wallii One-Way
Analy_sis of Variance

Binomial Test of
_Prilinvtinnq

pip 0.038Experiment #1

Experiment #2

6 H= 3.266

3 Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

Experiment #2

6 H=6.545 P '...OJ..il

Sig.= NS4 Sig.=.02

Fall, 1971 -
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

Experiment #1

6 Ha 0.006 pa 0.377

6 Sig.* NS Sig.= NS

Experiment #2

xperiment #2

3 Hs 4.500 p= 0.150

4 Sig.=05 sig.= NS

Exp.#2
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 4 : Role of Planning Unit engAa ref, ring plans.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Exp.#1

Fall. 1971 Spring. 1972

: S i g .
Exp.#1

pl. MOO :Sig: 001
---rrg

11= 0.085:Sig.* NS H=4.033 :Sig.=.05

p=0.0002:Sig. .001 A0.964 :Sig.= NS

He 0.675 :Sig.'s NS
Exp.#2

1,11,0.171 :Sig.- NS Exp.#2

Fall, 1971 N
Kruskal-Wallii One-Way
Anglois of Variance

Binomial Test of
DvApnytinne

Experiment #1

&

Experiment 02

1 His 0.085 P* 0.002

5 Sig.- NS Sig. .901

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

5 HaA.a13,

Sig.s. 05

p =-11.-1611.

Sig.= NS6

a ,
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

Experiment 01

1 Ha 0.771 .pa 0.000118

5 Sig. NS Sig.= .001

Experiment 02

xperiment #2

5 He 0.675 p = 0.171

6 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 5: Role of Planning Unit - Provides leadership in the
implementation of Plannina_.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1

H= 1.408:Sig.= NS
p= 0.964:Sig. NS

Exp.#2

H=1.114 :Sig. NS

p *0.141 :Sig: NS

His 2,408 :Sig. al

P 0.366 :Sig.' NS

Exp.#1

H=3.487 :Sig.=NS
P=0.098 :Sig.=NS

Fall, 1971 N 1
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Pyrenrtinne

Ps 0.964Expeiiment #1

&

Experiment #2

5 H=_I.Lins

Sig.= NS Sig. NS_k___

Spring, 1972 .

Experiment #1

Experiment #2

7 H= 3.487 p = 0.098
5 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

. .

Fall, 1971 -
Spring, 1972

-4 ,
Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

5 His 1.114 -p=.0.141

7 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Experiment #2

&

xperiment #2

6 Hz: 2.408 p= 0.366

5 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS .

Exp.#2



Item 6 : R - -
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

L -
planning

Exp. #1

H= 1.125:Sig. a NS

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971

p= 0.964:Sig NS

Exp. #2

Spring, 1972

His 0.750 :Si8.11§..._

p n_ 177 :Sig: Ng

55.1.16128,:Sig'maia...-..-

p as 0.167 :Sig.- NS

Exp .111

Hu 2.4 0 0 : Sig. =az_
Pa 0.678 :Sig.=NS

Fall, 1971 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Malaga of Variance

Binomial Test of
Prnpnytinne

P 0.964Experiment #1

Experiment #2

3 lin 1.125

4 Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Spring, 1972
Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

2 Hit 2.40Q pa 0.678
2 Sig.= NS

.

Sig.= NS

Fall, 1971-
Srin 1

Experiment #1

$
Experiment #1

3 H- 0-750 p = n -177

2 Sig.= N$ Sig.= Ns

Experiment #2

8
xperiment #2

4 11-.14421L

Sig.= NS
P z-a.16.2..

Sig.= NS2
,

Exp. #2
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Ite:n 7 The planning unit has bppn hpluful to MP.

Scale

Values

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

'I

Fall,
T3
1971

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
Total

,Two-Way Analysis o Var

Experiment SED#1
S

Experiment SED#2
n1

Experiment SED#1

Experiment SED#2 Col

W/Control SED#2 Row

Spring t41972

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

3 8 4.6311'14123
X SD SDN

Eg.N 41.1171.93
3.644 1.7311.
3.7461.7767

61 3.737
241

40 3.750 1.491
53 3.8491.472
TT 3.5931.465
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Designed a methodology which future performance may be
the plan.

Exp.#1

H= 3.5714Sig.= NS

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

411, 1970 Spring, 1972

p= 0.144 :Sig.NS

Exp.#2

Het 6.545:Sig. .02

wiliF1111Mb

110°_2200iv .01

Ha 8.076:Sig.= .01

P Sig. a_.-Ra_

Exp.#1

H. 1.200 :Sig.= NS
E 0 426

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Prnrrrrt i nr c

Experiment #1

Experiment 112

4 Him 3.5714 P 0.144

7 Sig.= NS Sig. S

SpriAg. nil
Experiment #1

$
Experiment 112

6 H= i_,N1 p = n_476

___5__ Sig.= Ng Sig.= ms

Fall, 1970-
apringa1922
Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

H= 6.545 .pw 0.008

6 Sig.= .02 Sig.= .01

Experiment #2

xperiment #2

7 Hat 8.076 ps 0.409

5 Sig.. .01 Sig.= NS

Exp.#2
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Ite 7 I have good ways for knowing how good our results are.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

N X SD N X SD N X SD N X SD
39 4.974 1.202 73 4.876 1.290 68 4.48E1.151 39 4.102 1.231
60 4.450 1.419 50 4.360 1.289 45 3.91)1.164 40 4.050 1.218
65 5.138 1.073 64 4.796 TM§ 67 ITME112 T Crn 17114

71 1727E mat "sr 4.141 1.289
241 206164 187

Two-Way Anal of Var.

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #2

Tl kT2

Col.

Amy
Col.

Row 10.818 .01 14.046 .001
Col.

Row
Col.

Row

1.706
0.062
1.591

T2 T3 T3 T4
Signif _ fi .,Signif

NS 1.687 NS
NS 0.355'
NS 1.991'4

NS
NS

Signif
3.583 NS

Tl 4 T4

3.374 NS
0_,185 _Ns
14.013
3.489

0.196

_19.457,

NS
NS
NS

0.89 NS

2.381
9_6t)2,,

Signif

.001
NS
.01



Item_l_ My organization has
it is attaining its
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

reliable ways fo:
obiectives.

knowing how well

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0
.4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

.11JT

et

CI

CI
Cm
E2

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
Total

,Two-Wav Analysis of Var.

Experiment SED#1
W /Cnntrnl

45
67

21

4.220
3.600
4.552
rin

SD
1.56:
1.23;
1.282
17-4Wi

39
40
61

"gg
frg

SD
4.0761.30
3.8001.50
37179731717
17379a7T1

Experiment SED#2
W /Control Srn#1

T1 Td
Signif

0-fi32 NS
NS
NS

4JS
NS

rrl
,Row ? 911
rn1

Row
Experiment SED#1

IV/Control Srn#2

Experiment SED#2
W/Cojatrol SED#2

rol
Rnw

Col.

n_n11
16.171

0.045
0.380

Row 6,335
NS
.05

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Itam 9 I think that the objectives developed during AMA
=Ring are clearly state w respec to resu s
expected.

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.3
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

=61,,i,.....1=11Fmsas..Nosirmwsrmammitmmsd

at

Fall,Ti971 Springt41972

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

Fall, 1971
T3

Spring, 1972
T4

Experimental SED#1

Experimental SED#2

Total

N

68

x4-5--
113

4.838
4.177

SD

1 767
1.466

.141

39
39

5.205
3.948

78

SD

1.128
1.571

Two Way Analysis of
Variance T g T

3- -4

F Si ni
Experimental SED#1
W/ExperiLental SED#2 7L463



Item 1 : Adeu.
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

to Resources (mone and information)

Exp.#1

H= 0.222:Sig.= NS
= 0 108 .Sig.s NSp .

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

H= 0.044:Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

Control #1

Exp.#1

H= 0.179 :Sig.= NS

p* 0.984 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

pr 0.005;Sig.= .01

Exp.#2

H= 1.003:Sig.= NS
0.108:Sig.0717

Control #1

Fall, 1970

H-

p= 0-224i4.= NS

Spring, 1972

Exp.#2

O. 281:Sig.= NS

= 0.18ZSig.= NS

H=0.170 Sig.= NS

Control #1

13=0.005 Sig.. .01

Exp. #1

H=0.499 :Sig.mNS

p;0 7177:Sig.

FA11, 1q70

11=0.044 :Sig.= NS

Spring. 1972

Exp.#1

H= 0_020 :Sig.= N$

p = 0.326 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2 Exp.#2
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Item 1 : Adequate Resources (money and information)

Fall, 1970
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1 9 His 0.222 p = 0.108
$

Control #1 6 Signif. NS Signif. = NS

Experiment#2 9 H 1.003 p z 0.108

Control #1 6 Signif. NS Signif. =NS

Experiment#1 9 H. 0.499 po 0.780
$

Experiment#2 9 Signif. NS Signif.=NS

Spring, 1972
--, -,

Experiment#1 7 Ha 0 . la P=0.984

Control #1 9 Signif. a NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#2 6 H= 0.281 P= 0.182

Control #1 9 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 7 H= 0.020 P0.326

Exreriment#2 6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970 -
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1 9 H= 0.044 p= 0 . 300
&

Experiment #1 7 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2 9 Ha 0.031 p= 0.224
$

Experiment #2 6 Signif.= NS Signify- NS

Control#1 6 tb, 0.170 p = 0.005

Control#1 9 Signif. a NS Signif.= 01
. ...1
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Control System expressed through decision making process.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall. 1970 Spring, 1972

Exp. #1
Exp. #1

:Sig.=

Hr, 0.497:Sig.= NS
-0 003:Sig.= .01

Control #1

P2' ;Sig.=

Hu 0.284 :Sig.= NS

p*0.778 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Exp.#2

11= 3.093 :Sig.= NS

'0 000 Sig = .001P"
490

Control #1

Fall, 1970

His Sig.=

Spring, 1972

Sig..

Exp.#2

H=1.852 :Sig.= NS
p =0.934 ;Sig.= NS

Control #1

Exp. #1

H=1.697 :Sig.= NS

p#00 . 4 2 8 :Sig.= NS

Exp.#2

Fall, 1970

H= :Sig.=

Spring, 1972

;Sig.=

Exp. fl

H=0.409 :Sig.= NS
p*0.532 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2
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Item 2 Control S stem ex ressed throu h decision making process.

Fall, 1970

N
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

xperiment#1

&

Control #1

10 H.0.497 p a 0.003

6 Signif.. NS Signif.= .01

Experiment#2

&

Control #1

11 Hsi. n9i pz 0.000490

__Ii..- Signif. NS Signif.= .001

Experiment#1

&

Experiment#?

10 H=1.697 P Q.428

11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1

&

Control #1

4 H0_2A4 P=0_7713

6 Signif. NS Signif.= Ns

Experiment#2

&

Control #1

6 Hm1.852 P=0.934

6 Signif.e NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

&

Experiment#2

4 Ha 0.409 P.0.532

6 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970-
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

$
Experiment #1

10 /IR 0.980 p=0.008

4 Signif.= NS Signif.= .01

Experiment #2

li

Experiment #2

11 H. 0.911 p= 0.006

6 Signif.= NS Signify .01

Control#1

&

Control#1

6 Ho 0.314 P = 0.274

6 Signif. so NS Signif.= NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 3 My manager makes it clear that he is committed to the success
of our propctc-

_

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2
1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

Total

CI

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall, 1970
T1

[

N X SD
39 6.256 0.938
60 6.100 0.933
In MITI 1760
165

Spring, 1971
T2

13 6.160 0.SE850
52 4.846 1.539
Tr g7573 Mr"
86

Fall, 1971
T%

N
68
45
Tyr

21T

5.222
5.895
5.573

Spring, 1972
T1

7 SD
.1,12,12

.69 1.608

.44 1.284

.53 1.1S 2

1.10 All
1A5/!...42

:627
.129 61

11

Two-Way Anal of yar.

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1 _Row

Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1 _Row

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #2

Tl k T2 T2 T3 T3 74 T1 J T4
if S nif F Si nif Si if

3 847 .001 0.816 NS 1.737 I

4.645 .05 11.622 .00 3.967 (15 7.060 .01
2.133 NS 5.930 .05 6.5112....as.17.221__.1111-.
33.424 .001 8.892 .01 13.813 .001 4.213 y .05

Col. 0.000 NS
Row .05
Col. 1.890 NS
Row 8.134 .01
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 4 My manager has expressed the belief that the AMA's training
oroaram has Joe.eriaelofiLl-

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2

Total

Ip2-Wav Anal of Var.

Experimental SED#1
N/Experimental SED#2

el

et

I

I

I

I

I

Et
1

El

Fall,

N
38
60

1970
TI ,

X SD
4.737 .996

Spring,

22.
52

T2
1

5.764
1,A22

1971

SD

1.379

Fall,

N

J53.

1971

13
IT

5.54
SD
.539

Spring,

N

Ag!
22_

1972
14

X
.850

I SD
1.1124.367 .099 14649 4.49_.:45. ,.700 ,.23011.85

98 124 113 79

Ti : T2 T2 8 T3 T3 T4 Ti T4
.. . .. . .

711111107,110111111111477111,111FICUI limn -,

ITINTIO13111[1411MNROFINOPOIFFPUTE1116511514411M el

7.0

.8

.6

.4

. 2

.0

5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

. 6

4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

5
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 5 My manager understands Plannina_theoxy and is able
to put it into practice.

Scale

Values

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

ci

CL

St

61

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
Total

N

15.
67

241

X

1412,2
4.511
4.940

4.A.52S

SDLa;
1.604
1.48E

/122.2

N

_411
61

206
Two-Wav Analysis of Var TA

Experiment SED#1 ref

w/contrm spn#1 Alma

Experiment SED#2 fp"!

Wlcontrol SP101 jInw

Experiment SED#1 rn1
W/Control SED#2 ow
Experiment SED#2 Col.

W/Coptpl SED#2 Row

Si
0.0,0 VS
0.419 t NS
2-849 NS
7.260 .01
0026 NS
3.596 NS
1 533 4 NS
1.756 NS

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0'

1.8

1.6
1.4
1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 I believe my organization gives me adequate training
to do my work effectively.

Scab.:

Values

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2
.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

C'at
Ct

C'

C.I

ca
C.t

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1%2

1.0

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
Total

Two-Way Analials

Experiment SED#1

Experiment SED#2

N X

54.342
AUL WU
67 4.880

fan
4

SD N X SD
A.Q. 5,115 1,1E 4

4J-51.4 .1,Als 5
1.57 61 4.852 1.424
LAI j 4.651 1.341

207

Experiment SED#1
W/Control SEnt2

Experiment SED#2
WlControl SED#2

TA
i f

FIMMIMPONIIIF11111
rommormrsimm
milmilwalIFT1111

_,_000 NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 7 I....feeluz11 ksutayal'y to D1 an

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2
1.0

El

CI

Ct

ai

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2

Total

N

..4.6.2.12:
67 5.4

°en
241

SD
L 66 5 3

Laa S86
34222

617

54.525
4.422.0

5.&112.P

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

Two-Way Anatysis o V

Experiment SED#1 rnl

TA A TA

Signif
11.- 19 3 NS

Experiment SED#2
.I I

Experiment SED#1
lo I

Experiment SED#2
ro

411

ininnlerITTAIN

1.654
NS
NS

8 88 01

fi
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 8 My manager provides me with adequate support to
performjay_

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

El
5.6

ei
5.4
5.2

5.0 et
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

c4-

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2

Total
Two-Wav Analysis n

5.4fail
1.1.11.1

5.557
67 5.641

N X

0241

1.214

N

60

05

5.

4.410
5.183
5.12.17

T3 E Td

Experiment SED#1 rni _ 3.912
WiCnntre SPn#1 Onw 0.999 NS

Experiment SED#2 cnt 7.781 .01
W/Control Mail 12.240 .001

r 1 2.201 NS
1.019 .---17T-
5.4n .05

Borg _ 11.4.7r-- .001

Experiment SED#1
W/Control SRD#2

Experiment SED#2
W/Control SED#2

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0



513

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Establish credibility of Planning.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

Exp.k1 H=0.100 :Sig. NS
Exp.#1

p*Q..11.1111_:sis:j101_
001

H= 1.298 :Si83" NS H= 8.898:Sig.= ,01

- 0.736 :sigP- NS 0.000:Sig.= NS

H=8.040 :Sig.= .01
Exp.#2

p =0.104 :Sig.= NS Exp.#2

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallik One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Pr.nrnrtinnc

p .0_736Experiment #1
&

Experiment #2

7 H=1.208

8 Sig.= NS Sig. NS

Spring. 19 '
.

,

Experiment #1
et

Experiment #2

9 H=8.898 p x 0.000

8 Sig.a.01 Sig.= NS

Fall, 1970 -
Spring, 197

Experiment #1
$

Experiment *1

7 H=0.100 p a 0.000001

9 Sig. NS Sig.= .001

Experiment #2

xperiment #2

8 H=8.040 p se 0.104

B Sig.= .01 Sig.= NS
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OMENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Role of Planning - How integral.

SOMATIC PRESS/11%110N OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1
Exp.#1

:Sig.. NS

H=0.067 :Sig.. NS

p=0.000 :Sig.* NS

Control #1

p= 0.000 ;Sig. NS

11. 7.689:Sig.= .01

p O. 000:Sig.,-. NS

Control #1

Exp.#2

Fall, 1970

His 0. oto4Sigo= NS

Spring, 1972

Exp. #2

Control #1
Sig.*

Control #1

Exp. #1

H6.500 :Sig.= .01

Exp. #2

Fall, 1970

0.503Sig.- NS

P2 0.000:Sig.a NS

Spring, 1972

His_n_nn.4)Sill.* NS

px 0.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp. #1

H, 4.506:sig., .05

= MOO ;Sig.= NS

Exp. #2
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It.. 2 : Role of intearal.

Fall, 1970

N Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1

Control #1

12 11 0.067 p = 0.000

12 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#2

Control #1

19 He c _ 111 p= 0.000

12 Signif.= .05 Signif.= NS

Experiment #1

Experiment#2

12 Hu 8.500 p.0.000

12 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS

,

Spring, 1972
.

Experiment#1

Control #1

9 *17.689 P = 0.000

Signif.= NS_IL- Signif.= . ni

Experiment#2
4

Control #1

10 Hsi 1.042 P= 0.000

11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

Experiment#2

9 Hin 4.506 p. 0.000

10 05 Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970-
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1
8

Experiment #1

12 He 0.505 p= 0.000

9 Signif.akIS Signif.a NS

Experiment #2

8

Experiment #2

12 11.0.004 p= 0.000

10 signic al NS signib NS

Control#1

4

Control#1
4.

12 H.7.841 p x 0.000

11 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 3 Role of Planning - How much is needed.

Exp.#1

H= 1.470:Sigs NS
p= 0 . 000 :Si.g.5 NS

Control #1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OP ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

0

H =0.247 :Sig.= NS

pe0.000 :Sig.: NS

Spring, 1972

H=2.181 :Sig.= NS

pi 0.000 ;Sig.- NS
0

Exp.#1

H" 0.070 :Sig= NS
p 0.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Exp.#2

ii= 3.203:Sig.= NS

Fall, 1970

P= 0.000tSigi NS

Control #1

Ha 2.792 Sig
= NS,

Pi' 0 000 Sig.= Na

H.2.181 Sig... NS

P=.n.nnn

Spring, 1972

Exp.#2

H= 0.150 :Sig. = NS

P = n _nnn ;sig.= Ns

Control #1

Exp. #1

Fall, 14470

247:Sig.= NS

P' O. 00Q:Sig.= ,412_

firing. 1972

H=0.163 *Sig.= NS.

0'0.000 :Sig." NS

Exp.#2

Hs. 0. 79 Z;Sig. = NS

pm 0.000;Sig.s NS

Exp.#1

H=0.48]. :Sig.= NS
p=a_ann ;Sig.= Ns

Exp.#2
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Item 3 : Role of Planning - How much is needed.

Fall, 1970

N
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1

4

Control #1

12 H. 1.470 P = 0.000

12 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment a2

Control #1

12 il= 3.203, p = 0.000

12 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

11

Experiment#2

12 ti 0.163 p*0.000

12 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment1
$

Control #1

9 H. 0.070 P+0.000

--11._ Signif. NS Signifv1=NS

Experiment#2

&

Control #1

10 H. 0.150 P=0.000

11 Signif..' NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

$
Experiment#2

9 /121 0.481 P.0.000

10 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970-
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

$
Experiment #1

12 H. 0.247 p =0.000

9 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2

$
Experiment #2
.

12 Ha 0.792 p= 0.000

10 signif, NS signiff NS

Control#1

11

Control#1

_12___

11

H= 2.181 p = 0.000

Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 4 : Role of Planning - emergence.

Exp. #1

H= 1.687:Sig NSP= 0 000:Sig.= NS

Control #1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

14-3.681 :Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

p=0.000 ;Sig.- NS

Exp.#1

14=10.181:Sig.= .01
p 0. 000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Exp. #2

Fall. 1970
Ha 3.531 Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

Exp.#2

11= 0.243 :Sig.= NS

Control #1
p = 0.0Q0 Sig.* NS

Control #1

Exp. #1

H.2.167 :sig.- NS

p «0.000 :Sig.= NS

Exp. #2

Fall, 1970

H. 3.681:sig.: NS

Spring. 1972

p= 0.000;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

Hal.760 :Sig.= .001
P = 0.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2



Item 4 : Role .of Plannin - emer

519
ence

Fall, 1970
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1

8

Control #1

12 H. 1.687 P = 0.000

12 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#2

Control #1

12 H 3.967 pa 0.000

12 Signif. .05 Signif.= NS

Experiment #1

4

Experiment#2

12 H 2.167 pe 0.000

12 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1

8

Control #1

9 H. 113.181 W =0.000

__j.-- signifo .01 Sigr.....1.= NS

Experiment#2

4

Control #1

10 H 0.243 P=0.000

11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment*1

Experiment#2

9 H. 11.760 P0.000

10 Signif.=_ .001 Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970 -
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

4

Experiment #1

12 H. 3.681 p=0.000

9 signif.. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2

4

Experiment #2

12 He 3.531 pi 0.000

10 Signif.a NS Signify NS

Control#1

4

Control#1

12 Ha 8.015 p a 0.000

11 Signif. a .01 Signif.= NS



As I see it, planning is an integral part of running the
s`aesscoos.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6
5 .4

5.2

. 5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

I'_
et

*1

.

El

O.

,

c.t

E
C. It

es.

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1971
T1 T2

Fall, 1971
r , T3

N I Y
68 6.691

_

SD
0.652

Spring,

N
40
40

71
..§.§
207

1972
a1

I I
5.925

_
SD
1.1EExperimental SED #1

Experimental SED #2
Contro SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N
39
60
66

16!

T
6.564

SD N
0.718 73

I
6.342

,

SD
0.961

6.533 0.853 52 5.712 1.661inn' 45 6.066
CT 6-.17n

6.27$

1.11E ,5.550
6 oge
cAng

_Lail:
1.0F.
1 _1-,

0 7739

171374

6.500 0.662 616.131

1186 -2-4-1,

Two-Way Anal of Var. 11 A_T2 T2 4 T3
-

T3 T4 Tl
--

T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
F Signif_ F F Signif F Sigujf

.001Col. 1.156 NS
,Signif

7.375, .01 .001 15.307
Control SED #1 }tow_ 5.315 .05 , 4j01 .05

.19.83
Q.22 NS NS

Experiment SED#2 WI Col 1,650 biS 3.529 N§ 6.79 .01 23.045 .001
Control SED #1 __Row 15.679 _ 1001 4.998. .05 7.88 .01 _3.208 NS
Experiment SED#1 W/ Cola 17.64 .001Control SED #2

Row 2.51 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/

Col. 6.63 .01Control SED #2
Row 2.75 NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.0



QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 As I see it, persons in this organization put a lot of
effort into planning.

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2

Total
Two-Way Analysis o

Experiment SED#1

Cls
g

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

el 4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

et 4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

Fall, 1971
T3

Springt41972

N X
5147
4.1.2.21

67 4.880
61 4.934

241

SD N
6' -411.

11.15.
1.40 60
T7Trr

206
T1 Td

Experiment SED#2 9.779 .01
1

Experiment SED#1
W/Controt SEfl #2

Experiment SED#2 Col
W/Control SED#2 ow 0.846

X SD
444.62
4 0751.366
4.5501.28"
7:179,1775
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 7 My capability to plan effectively will positively affect
my future career in thin oraanization.

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

El

CI
el

Ei

Fall, 1971
T3

3pringt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2

Total

N X

.5.8.21.41

SDtall
.5A.222 1.81'

67
-CI

1.315.555
5.098 rgT

241

N
39
39
61

205

X
5.461
4.564
5.032
5.015

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

SD
1.096
1.5E6
1.5C5
1391

Two-Way Analysis

Experiment SED#1

Experiment SED#2

Experiment SED#1
W /Control SED#2

T1

rnl 1.060
Row 8.796

Experiment SED#2 1.460
W/Control 5E02 Row_ 1.38 NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 8 The activities relatin to lannin are having an
e ect on the olio of this or anization.

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

0
C4
GI

Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2

T

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
e.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

SD
1.141
1.424
1.392
,1.297

Experiment SED#1
W/Control grniti

Experiment SED#2
W/Contro1 SEW

Experiment SED#1
1V /Control SED#2

Experiment SED#2
W/Control SED#2

0.072
0.207
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 : The Goals of the Organization are articulated.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2

4.0
VALUES 3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

0
is

Es

c'
et.

E3
Ct
E

EM
Eh

El

et

Fall '70 Tl

N SD
Experiment LEA #1 28 5.250 1.174
Lxperiment LEA #2 38 5.105 1.180
Experiment LEA #3 33 5.363 ran
Experiment LEA #4 4.666 1.330
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total t27

Two-Way Anal. ofVar.

Experiment LEA#1 W/Col.
Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#3 0Col.
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 141/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

T1 $T2

Spring '71 T2

N
25
26
17
23

91

4.920
4.269
4.705
4.652

SD
1.552
1.313
0.985
1.721

Fall '71 T
3

32
31
24
29
30
36
185

6.031
5.548
5.333
5.034
5.166
5.083

SD

0.93 4 31
1.23 32
0.81 23
1.42 27
1.39 20
1.40 33

Spring '72 T4

67

5.806
5.437
5.173
4.851
5.450
5.000

01.7772

1948.

1.619
1.944
1.322

Signif.
5.762 .05.
2.681 NS
1.531r NS
1.916 NS

T2
F

T3 T3 & T4
Ski F

5.919 .05
MITT' NS
3.322 NS

NS

Ti T4
Signif Signif.

0.799
5.148
0.448

NS
.05

5.189
1.733 N$

0.405 1.476
Col, 0.018
Row, 8.262
Col. 0.150

NS 0.00,0
.4 174

NS
.01
NS

Row

Col.
flow

Col.

Row

0.689
b.278
0.849
0.265

NS
NS
NS

0.145
NS
NS

NS
_05

7.0
6.8-
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 3 he top oviority obiecti.yes for state education are
II -

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI

62

EM
55

CL

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall, 1971
TA

Spring, 1972
T4

N X SD N 7 SD
32 5.250 1.21811 5.161 .1 .1", 8
31 4.870 1.384 32 5.093 1.4;2
TT 47-in 1731117 MTh 1.1(7
7 1. rrn 171-44 17-R8

la 5.204 1.61101.1a
182

4A11.1 .51
166

4.363 1..118

119-14y jallya.§Ti.,
Coll 0.0$4+
jtow NS
Col. _0.647 NS

Experiment LEA#1
W/Experiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3
I /Experiment LEA#4

Experiment LEA#1
W/Control LEA#1

Experiment LEA#2
Whaultrol LEA#1
Experiment LEA#3

W/Control LEA#2

flow O. 803 NS
Col. 0.000 NS

0.040 Ng
Col. 0.4Z1 NS
Row 1.186 NS

Experiment LEA#4
W/Control LEA#2

Col. 0.115 NS
Row 0.014 ' 1N5

Col. 0.161 NS
Row 0.745 NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2.

4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 4 I feel that the oblectives developed during AMA train-
in reflect the most serious and ressin needs of
state education.

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

E%

Et

Experimental LEA #1

Experimental LEA #2

Experimental LEA #3

Experimental LEA #4
Total

Fall, 1971

T3

I

N

32 5.843
31 5.612

SD

0.919

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

Spring, 1972

T4

N

31 5.806
1.406 32

24 4.458___I744 21

5.593

SD

,1.077

5,000
29 4.939
116

1.579
111 _

5.076

1.240

1.483
_1,622

Two-Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

& T
4

Experimental LEA#1 W/
_Experimental LEA#2

F Signif.

Col.
Row

0.018
1.123

NS

Experimental LEA#3 W/
Experimental LEA#4

Col. 1.120
NS
NS

Row 0.715 NS



!tem 5 As I see it, the operational priorities of the
ob ectives develo ed durin AMA trainin are clear.

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8

4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Springt41972

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Experimental LEA #1

Experimental LEA #2

Experimental LEA #3

Experimental LEA #4
Tntal

N X SD

31 5.838 1.067

1.3381 32 5.531 1.319

Two-Way Analysis of
Variance

F Signif.

Experimental LEA#1 W/
Experimental LEA#2
Experimental LEA#3 W/
Experimental LEA#4

(1 241

_1,010
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 : The kinds of things I am doing will make a long term
contribution to education.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2(
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4 ei

5.2 St

5.0
4.8

si

4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

El

st __,,0014 --0111111111111111111103

EN

Fall '70 T
1

Spring '71 T Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 T4

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

N X SD N X SD SD

28 5.821 0.772 25 5.040 1.670 32 5.9370,71 31

39 5.256 1.250 -/*6 5.038 1.370 71 5.612 0.88 32

33 4.939 1.17C 17 5.058 1.197 24 5.250 23
27 5.444 1.571 23 4.695 1.940 29 5.4131,4 27

_10 5.366 20

...3.6 5.416 33

127 91 185 167
Tl & T2 T2 & T3 T3 & T4 Tl & T4
F Signif. F JSignifC F Signif. F 1Signif.

5.548
5.781
5.043
5.370
5.400
5.242

7.0

6.8-
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

SD

0.994
1.128
1.397
1.445
1.273
1.173

Experiment LEA#1 W/Col. 4.298 5 10.96 .001 0.431
Experiment LEA#2
Experiment LEA#3 W/Col.
Experiment LEA#4 Row 0.053
Experiment LEA#1 W/ Gol. 0.829
Control LEA #1 Row 3.388
Experiment LEA#2 w/ col.

Control LEA #1 Row

Experiment LEA#3 W/ Col.
Control LEA #2 Row
Experiment LEA#4 W/ Col.
Control LEA #2 Row 0.066

Row 1.381
1.045

NS
NS
NS

0.442 1 NS
0.534 NS 0.074 NS
2.021 NS 0.202
0.091 NS 0.781

0.769 NS
NS
NS
NS

0.003
.2 - 4.11

0.231
rs
NS

2.238 ,

0.583
0.538
0.202

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item _-L- -A1-1-104-i1.--M2.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

II 6'

e..1Et
et

ft-
61I
et --......"',...

E''
Et cl-

et

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
Two-Way Analysis

N X SD N X SD

32_ 11.3.12 .1.2659 IL- 6 2Q0 D9ii
IL- 5-935 .110 31- -5...2(17 1.11E
24 6.125 0,110 Z1- 5.695 2,222
2 5.754 .1.25.9 17 s,222 1.42.2
la_ 1433 _Lau /IL -6-150 Luz.
15.- 5-777 1.436 33._ .1.169.6 1.14.1
1851 167

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 0.000 NS
W Ex eriment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3
W Ex eriment LEA#4 NS

Experiment LEA#1 NS
W/Control LEA#1 1.34.5 NS

Experiment LEA#2
11/Cotrol LEA#1 Row 0.420 NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col. 1.350 NS
W/Control LEA#2 'Row 0.620 NS

Experiment LEA#4 Col. 60 NS
W/Control LEA#2 Row 1.191 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.'
6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 : My organization's policy statements are clear.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

el

el

yL

a

a4

Fall '70 T
1

N

Experiment LEA #1 28
Experiment LEA #2 39

Lxperit:,nt LEA #3 33
Experiment LEA #4 27
Control LEA #1
C-Itrol LEA #2

Total 127

Two-Way Anal.ofVar..

Experiment LEA#1 W Col.

Experiment LEA#2 Row

Experiment LEA#3 W/Col.
Experiment LEA#4 Row

Experiment LEA#1 W/-
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

X SD

5.464 1.104
5.487 1.393
5.121 1.340
4.814 1.442

. Spring '71 T2

N X

25 4.76C
26 4.53E
17 4.823
2, 4.782

91

SD

1.738
1.580
1.467
1.782

Fall '71 T3 Spring

32
31
24
29
30
36
185

1
6.437
5.064
5.666
5.137
5.366
4.722

SD N
0.84 31
1.50 _12
0.86 :.23
0.99$ 27
1.35 _2D
1.52 _13

167

x
6.2
5.437

045.3
4.851
5.350
4.757

'72 T4

SD

25

Tl & T2
F Si nif.

9.216 .01
0.133 NS
0.184 NS
0.316 NS

12 & T3
F Si nif7

16.738 .001
8.764 .01

T3 & T4
F -Si nif.

NS0.165
29.705 .001

4.802
1.084

.05 2.152. NS
NS 4.944 .05

Tl & T4
Si nif.

NS
NS
NS

2.174 NS

F

3.043
3.518
0.183

7.0

6.8.
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Col.

Row

Col.

Row

0.337 NS
24.499 .001
0.482 NS
0.175 NS

Col.
Row
Col.

Row

0.471 NS

9.797
0.257
1.064

.01
NS
NS

8

2

6

1

2

9
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 2 : My organization's performance standards are understood.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

e44 661

Fall '70 T
1

N X

Experiment LEA #1 28 5.464
Experiment LEA #2 39 5.256
Experiment LEA #3 33 5.181
Experiment LEA #4 27 4./40
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total 127

Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

Experiment LEA#1 W Col

Spring '72 T4

SD N X SD

0.881 a 4.360 1.776 _a
1.312 a 4.192 1.386 J. LLB
1.210 17 4.470 1.419 _2.4
1.677 21 4.521 1.903 _29 1.2.2

_10 IAD
_16 4.12
185

Lau
J.471
J.214

Tl & T2 T3 & T4
Signif.

18.238 NS
Signif.

.001

T2 & T3
F Signify F

6.045 .05 0.649
Experiment LEA#2 Row 0 547
Experiment LEA#3 WCC014

rime LEA#4 Row

Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

NS 2.657 NS 11.662
2.110 NS 0.068 NS 0.420 NS 7.298 .01

Gol 0.422 NS
Row

.001

SD
5.133 1.0_08

31 4.387 1.174
23 4.521 1.038
27 3.925 1.639
20 4.650 1.268
32 .031 1.307
167
Tl F, T4

7.0
6.8.
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

F Signif.

9_5

5 655
01
0 5

4 431 0505
Col 0.430 NS
Row 0.848 NS
Col
Row 3.643
C01, 0.909
Row 0.001

0. 174 NS
NS
NS
NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 3 :Good wars are used to let me know how I can improve my
performance.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

1

et

el

C3
Ey

st

et.

64

ci

el--

Fall '70 T1

N

Experiment LEA #1 28
Experiment LEA #2 39
Experiment LEA #3 33
Experiment LEA #4 27
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

No -Way Anal.ofVar.

127

x

4.714
4.769
4.242
4.148

SD

1.301
1.404
1.323
1.875

Spring '71 T2

N

25
26
17
23

91

4.477
4.269
4.235
4.304

SD

1.554
1.115
1.521
1.987

Fall '71 T
3

N
32
31
24
29
30
36
185

X
5.625
4.967
5.125
4.724
5.066
4.750

SD

0.975
1.448
0.991
1.532
1.436
1.61C

Spring '72 T4

31
32
23
27
20
33

167

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

5.387
5.093
4.651
4.148
5.500
4.696

Tl & T2

Experiment LEA#1 W
Experiment LEA#2
Experiment LEA#3 1'0

Experiment LEA#4
Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

5.317.

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

F

Row
5.731'
0.408

Signif.

.05

T2 & T3
F Signif- F

T3 & T4

23.03

Tl & T4

.001 0.075
NS 0.642 NS 5.474

Signif.

NS
.05

F

5.375
0.307

.01
NS

Col. 0.046
Row 0.001

NS
NS

3.116
2.3190.25f. NS

Gol. 0.186
Row 0.970
Col. 1.231
Row 1.004

Col. 0.917

NS
NS

0.426
0.909

NS
NS

2

8

2

5

7

4

NS
NS
NS
NS

Row 0 161
Col. 1_21c

Row 1.031

NS
NS
NS
NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item I understand what results must be produced to achieve
the stated objectives of this organization.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI
Ey

E3

Ct.

'I

St

Li
04
el
Ct

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall, 1971

N1
32
31

29

2.11.

36
182

X
5.875
5.774
171113

5.517
5.566
5.166

Spring, 1972
14

SD N
0.70Tal
1.023 la
00.931 23
1.7712 27

1:446
1.184 33

166

X SD
5.741 85°

54.Z$7 1,4.1,2E

5.0431.10(
5.1851.61E

5.04911.12.1
4.8181.305

Two-Way Analysis Vax,., T3 & T4
F

Experiment LEA#1 01 I ,1 NS
W/Experiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3 of NS
WiExperiment LEA#4 rim 0.160 NS

Experiment LEA#1
W/Control LEA#1

Experiment LEA#2 Col. 1.114 NS
Waotrol LEA#1 Row 2.620 NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col. 3.021 NS
W/Control LEA#2 Row 1.385 NS

Col. 1.853 NS
5,366 .05

Experiment LEA#4
W/Control LEA#2 Row

Col. 0.806 NS
0.084 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4
1.2
1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 5 The planning unit has hppn helpILO fn MP

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

e%
ew

es
et

el

CL

C2.

Fall, 1971
T3

Spring, 1972
T4

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

N X
32 5.843
117 5.516
24 5.166
2-7 5.310
an. 5.066
JIL 4.222
182_

SD
0.954
1.338
1.659
1.583
1,2§9
2.099

N

32
22
25
20
27
166

5.A.2.22

5.218
5.090
4.760
5.500
3.962

SD
1. 06
1.26k
1.2
1.535
1.3 7
1.604

Two-Way Analysis of Var T3 & T4

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 1.104 NS
Waxperiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3 Col. 1.039 NS
WLsm.ExerinItLEM4Row 0.093 NS

Experiment LEA#1
W/Control LEA#1

Experiment LEA#2 Col, 0.069 NS
WZCpntrol LEA#1 Row 0.092 NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col. 0.243 NS
W/Control LEA#2 Row 9.323

3-977 .05

Col. 0.362 NS
w 3.939 .05

Experiment LEA#4
W/Control LEA#2

Col. 1.528 NS
Row 8.285 .01

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 : I have 'food ways for knowing how good our results are.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2

Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

%

IFall '70 T1

1-Fr X SD
28 4.857 1.044
39 4.641 1.307
57-4.606 1.045
27 4.851 1.616

127

E3
En
Et

Ct

et
E4

Ct

Spring '71 T Fall '71 T
3

N
25
26
1,-

23

91

4.480
4.423
4347
4.782

SD
1.475
1.064
0.861
1.881

32
31
774

29

36
107S

5.531
4.709
5.041
4.896
4373
4.58.3

SD

0.983
1.295
0.806
1.371
1.16
1.155

Spring '72 14

N X SD
31 5.1930.98C
32 4.7500.983
23 471120.951
27 4.6291.62C

_la $.0001.12;
33 4.4541.063

167Two -Way Anal.ofVar. T1 6 T2
F Signif.

T2 & T3 T3 & T4
F Signif- F Signif:

Experiment LEA#1 Wgol.
Lxperiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#3 W/tol.
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEA#1 Wir
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment 17/
Control' LEA #2

1.650 NS . 616 .01 0.6101_ NS
0.347 NS . 715 NS 11.0441 .001
0.041 NS .814 NS 1.1211 NS
0.248 NS 0.000_ NS 0.3601 NS

Ti & T4
F

1.306 NS
2.865 NS
0.070 NS
0.000 NS

Colt 0.1001 NS
Row 8.6171 .01
Col. 1.3261 NS
Row 0.0271 NS
Col.
Row 4.1051 .05

0. 9 98 NS

Col. 0 716 NS
Row 1.091 NS

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0



Item

537

/QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

7 _ItyLaaDization has reliable ways for knowing how
wp11 it is,atteinirig_its ohjectivps

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

0

CI

ct

1111111C.'""

Fall, 1971
T

N X SD
32 .5111112
31 48701.231
24 5.3331.007
29 4.3441.541
30 4.5661.430
36 4.4441.252
1,32

Two-Way Analysis o Var T3 8 T4
F Slgnif.

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 1.863 NS
W Experiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3
i1 /Experiment LEA#4 Row

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 0.365 NS
W/Control LEA#1 ow 7.452 .01

Experiment LEA# 2 Col 0.065 NS
WaDntro 1 LEA# 1 Row 0.562 NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col
W/Control LEA# 2 Row 13 . 392 . 001

14.999 .001

1.415 NS

Experiment LEA#4 Col.
W/Control LEA#2 Row

LAO2 NS
0.548 NS

El
Es
Et

CI

ct

Spring, 1972
Tk

N

32
23
27
20
33
166

SD

11..2.63

Isa;)
0.953
1.555

7.0

6.8
6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
S.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0



Item 8
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

I think that the objectives developed during AMA
training are clearly stated with regard to resultsexpected.

Scale

Values

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental LEA #1

Experimental LEA #2

Experimental LEA #3

Experimental LEA #4
TsitaJ

,,..#
Et

EZ

E3

El

Et

E3

cy

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall, 1971

T3

Spring, 1972

T4

Two-Way Analysis of
Variance

T
3

& T
4

F Signif.

Experimental LEA#1W/ Col. 0.896 NS
Experimental LEA#2 _Row 3.467 NS
Experimental LEA#3
Experimental LEA#4 Row 0.811 NS



539
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 :M mans er makes it clear that he is committed to thesuccess of our projects.

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

El

et
a

EL

E3

61

EY

Ct

61

:xperiment LEA #1
:xperiment LEA #2

:xperiment LEA #3
?xperiment LEA #4
.:ontrol LEA #1

2ontrol LEA #2
Total

Fall '70 T
1

N X SD N X SD
25 6.351 0.731 25 5.160 1.675 32 6.531q.567.11. 6.548 Q.6233_j 5.820 1.072 a 5.739 1.218 _11 6.0324.471_31

6.096 .1.....22033 5.878 1.218 11. 5.588 1.277 _2.4 6.5004.834_2d. 5.956V_ 5.925 1.439 al 5.652 1.424 -V 6.1371.328_21. 5.962
30 6.1331.224 20 6.150 1,812
36 6.0271.403 33 5.909 1.011

185 1167Tl & T2 T2 & T3 T3 & T4 Tl & T4
F

8.301
0.005
0.897
0.034

Spring '71 T Fall '71 T3 Spring 72 T
4

7.0

6.8.
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

127 91
Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

Experiment LEA#1 W Col.
Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#3 W /Col.
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEA#1 Wr
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

Si nif. P Si F Si nif.
.01 12.083 .001 0.047 NS
NS 0.022 NS 6.503 .05
NS 5.911 .05 1.996 NS
NS 0.269 NS 0.489 NS

Col. 0.010 NS
Row 6.060 .05
Col 0.029 NS
Row 0.104 NS
Col. 2.134 NS
Row 1..514 NS
Col. idg
Row 0.121 NS

F -Si nif.

1.894 NS
8.466 .01
0.047 NS
0.010 NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 2 : My manager has expressed the belief that the AMA's training
program has been helpful.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2

4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4

Total

Two-Wa Ana .o ar.

Experiment LEA#1 W
Experiment LEA#2
Experiment
Experiment LEA#4

V

ro

El

E)

el
Ey

el

e,
ea.

Ey

Fall '70 T
1

Spring '71 T
2

Fall '71 13 Spring '72 T4

N
28

-3-6
3

27
124

X

5.451
D

1 snA
N

_25

-26
_17
_23

91

T2

X

5.240
SD

1_984 _12
al
_24

.29

116

38

(_5'11

D

1 .

1 D

. ,0.83
. 1.34g7-1-61 2-Rn7 9.538

5,411
5.3n4

& 3

1.654
j_ 169

LAD
5.875
5-122

4

grim

117,1111
NS

1.58
4.454 2.180 1_23

112

TWEINIFM11111

1.37
4.512 2.343 ] 615 1 '.....21 1 ,. 1.62

Tl & T2

laillIEHMAIIMMIMIMMOMIAMIIMMEOIMIMTAMI
niTyllIMMIIMMIIIMIMMEIMI
IM4111171111101[131111111MINIMINIMMIRMIIIIMI1111
immillimillmiltimmuri

owns

0.253

ilmorn

NS

Col.

Row
Col
Row rims NS 1.129 NS 2.830

7.0

6.8.
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0 .



ism

541

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

3 My manager understands Plannina theory and is able

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

el

et

Ct

Er

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
-Wa

Fall, 1971
T74_,

(1.2.1B

5.806
5.833
5.432
5.933
5.22?

182_

SD

1.22;
0.81E

Ida!

Spring, 1972
T4

X

54.13.!

5.121C
5.391

5.161

'N

23
2

166

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2.

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experiment LEA#1
W/Experiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3
W/Experiment LEA#4

Experiment LEA#1

Experiment LEA#2
liagntrol LEA#1

Experiment LEA#3
W/Control LEA#2

Experiment LEA#4
W/Control LEA#2

c 1

gni
0.907 NS

NS

Col.
Row 0.028 NS
Col. 1.093
Row 3.059
Col. 1.738
Row 0.008 NS

1.02Q Np

NS
NS
NS



Item-4--

542

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

.
to do my work effectively.

. I

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

El

ct

Et
E3
Et

El

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4 22_
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total 182

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T4

N X SD N X SD
326,093 0 856 11 5,111 1,198

5.4222. 1121 X.. 1.216
5§21 cLufas 2.1 11,297
tail 1.636 22_
5.433 LIU 2.Q_ I 1.166

1.457
66

a-Way Analysis d Vag T3 J T4
F Serif

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 0.294 NI
W/Experiment LEA#2 Low 6.062 .05
Experiment LEA#3 Col. 0.177 NS

W/Experiment LEA#4 jlow 6.657 .01
Experiment LEA#1 Col. 0.11118 NS

W/contrpl LEA#1 j1ww_ 2-81/ N$
Experiment LEA#2 Col. 0.74 NS

IthUntrol LEA#1 Row 0.:D18 NS
Experiment LEA#3 Col. 0.004 NS

W/Control LEA#2 Row .07 NS
Experiment LEA#4 Col. 0.005 NS

W/Control LEA#2 Row 1.014 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2.

4.0

3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0



Item
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

5 I feel Nod about my manager's ability to plan.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
Two-Way Analysis of Var.

Experiment LEA#1
W/Experiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3
l /Experiment LEA#4

Experiment LEAH
W/Control_LEAkl

Experiment LEA#2
laWntrol LEA#1

Experiment LEA#3
W/Control LEA#2

El

CI

El
ON

Ei

0
C2.

El-

E4

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T4

N X SD N
32 6.437 Q.,215
31 6.000 1.341 32
73-5.875 0.899 23
4,2.5 24 1.306 2.7_
0 6.366 1.066 20

1T5.805 1.450 33 6.000
01.66

T3 & T4

L.229
5.906
5.347

6 250

P

Col. 0.425. NS
ow 4.949 .05

Col, 2.333 NS
Row 0.010 NS ,

Col. 0.638 NS
_Row 0 113 NS
Col 0.211.; NS
Row 2.766 NS
Col. 0.542 NS
Row 1.665 NS

0.030 NS
Row 1.721 NS

Experiment LEA#4 Col.
W/Control LEA#2

SD

.1.11.63

1.JJ7
1.335

1.1A8
0.716
0.935

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
1.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1%4

1.2

1.0



544
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Itmn_i_ My manaaer orovilep me with adequate support to
perform my lob.

SCALE

VALUES

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
Two-Wav Analysis_

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3:2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Ct
VI-

E%

.g1

c.1

Et
C

-%-%* am

Experiment LEA#1
W/Experimt LEA#2
Experiment LEA#3

taxperiment LEA#4

Experiment LEA#1

Fall, 1911

N X SD

aa oalup
31 5.709 1.39E
24 5.916 0.974
29 5.793 1.20E

aQ 5.966 1.35]
36 5.861 1.451

182
Var. T3 8 T4

F

.023 NS
428 .001

2.193 NS
2.07/ NS
0.000 NS
6.471 .05
0.210 NS
0.956 NS
0.195 NS
0.011 NS
1.9g1- NS

Co
w

Col.

Experiment LEA#2 Col
igapntrol LEA#1 Row

Experiment LEA#3 Col.
W/Control LEA#2 Row

Experiment LEA#4 Col.
W/Control LEA#2 Row

Spring, 1972
T4

N I SD
_11 6u419012
32 5.8431.08C
23 5.7821.241
2 7 riT5 1717E
20 6.0500.99E
33 5.7871.139

166

1.920 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0



545
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 : As I see it, planning is an integral part of running the
state's schools.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Experiment

Experiment
Experimer,
Experiment
Control LEA
Control LEA
Total

LEA #1

LEA #2
1.1k #3

:A #4

#1

Two-Way Ana

Experiment

Fall '70 T
1

Nas 6J:710.S:03
al 6s36411.1,1n6
33 6.363 1.025
27 6.481 0.802

#2

12'1

LoiVar.

LEA#1W/Col.
Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment 11A#3 l'OCol
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

Tl T2
F

12.649
1.08C
2.291
0.043

Spring '71 T
2

Fall '71 T
3 Spring '72 T4 1

N X

za aaan
za Emma
12 6.058
23 6.043

91
T2 & T3

SD

1_616
1..926
1.197
1.691

N X SD N X SD

-12 6.-5.000-919._11 6.483).676
_21 ES-800-620_2Z 6.3431.970
24 6.3750.769_21 5.956'1.065
29 6.3440.897 26.6.3071.970
30 6.76 x.434 a. 6.5501.686
36 5.86 1.437 33 6.090/.913

182 267
T3 & T4 Tl & T4

F Signif.Signif. F Signif F Signif.
.001 14.318 .001 0.763 NS
NS 2.831 NS 0.042 NS
NS 1.557 NS 1.519 NS
NS 0.008 NS 0.754 NS

Col 0.744 NS
Row 1.520 NS
Col. 2.772 NS
Row 2.073 NS
Col. 0.202 NS
Row 0.818 NS
Coll 0 234 VS
Row 3.096 NS

0.205 NS
1.330 NS
2.400 NS
1.564 NS

7.0

6.8-
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item Aslseaittpersons in this organization put a lot of
effort into planning.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

ES
El
cx
Et
C.!

EN

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

N X SD N X

_32 5.212 0.820 5..10S

.11 5.322 1.446..32 1,25(
24 6.000 0.780 23 5.521
22 5.275 1.36C 27 4.370

5.400 1.135 _2D 5 ..115.0
.. 5.277 1.32;_14 5.333
182 166

SD

1..13
0.91
1.12
1.3 2
1.27
1.24

Two-Wav Analysis Var. T3 8 T4
nif

Experiment LEA#1 iCol. 0.967 NS
W/Experiment LEA#2 PAM 3.571 NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col. , 8.412 .01
W/Experiment LEA#4 Row 15.454 .001

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 2.5Z5 NS
W/Control LEA#1 Row 4.348 .05

Experiment LEA#2 Col. 0.844 NS
igamagol LEA#1 Row 0.071 NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col. 0.917 NS
W/Control LEA#2 Row 4.257 .05

Experiment LEA#4
W/Control LEA#2

Col. 1_171 NFL
Row 4.087 .05

L

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8.

4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0



Item

547.

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

3 My capability to Plan effectively will positively
affect my future career in this organization.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI
g11
CI
C'S
Et

Fall, 1971

SD

la.412
0.820
1.394
0.640

Experimental LEA #1
Exper4mental LEA #2
Expe,...ntal LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
To-Way Analysis Var.

N X

32 LIU
31 6.161
24 5.95865
30 5.733
36 6.138
182

Experiment LEA#1 Col

W/Experiment LEA#2
Experiment LEA#3

11 /Experiment LEA#4

Experiment LEA#1
lq /Control LEA#1

Experiment LEA#2
of L #I1 I

OW

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2.

4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Spring, 1972
Tk

N X SD

-al .1.1US
32 11.75C 1J-6
.23 5.782 1.2/7
27 5.88E 1.250

5.90C 1,209
5.969.241511.245 33

166
T3 8 T4

1.549 NS
0 _010 NS

of

R w

NS

Experiment LEA#3 Col.
W/Control LEA#2 Row

Experiment LEA#4 Col.
W/Control LEA#2 Row

0.566 NS
0.643 NS
2,127 NS
0.021 NS



Item

548
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

4 141IILLLULlail.la,1LU1U-Ii2JKLLLE1----
effect on the policyic of this organiza ion.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

el

C, SI
EN

e3

Et et
e3

2.4% 64
Cl.

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall, 1971

N X SD
32 6.218 0.75C
31 5.387 1.45:
24 5.625 0.92:

577-27 7721'(
MT 5.733 177NR
36 4.972 1.661

182

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2.

4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Spring, 1972

N X SD
31 5.87C,0.9 1
32 5.375 1.157
23 5.13C 1.0$7
-17 4 173 37 7
20 5.600 0.9,4
31 4.83E 1.344

166
Two-Way Analysis Var. T3 & T4

Experiment LEA#1
W/Experiment LEA#2

01.

F Signif
0 841 NS

OW 11.453 .001
Experiment LEA#3

l /Experiment LEA#4 Row 0.049
Experiment LEA#1 Col. 1.835

W/Control LEA#1 stow

Experiment LEA#2 Col.

itaigntrol LEA#1
Experiment LEA#3 'col. 1.529

W/Control LEA#2 Row 3.459
Experiment LEA#4 Col. 3.041

W/Control LEA#2

al 7.017 NS
NS
NS

4.536_ .05
0 1(10 NS
1.557 NS

NS
NS
NS

Row I 2-435 NS
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APPENDIX B

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF DATA - INTERVENING VARIABLES,

CHAPTER FIVE



550

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

1 Based on information have received from m boss I know if Iam measuring up in ny lob.

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5:8
5.6
5.4
5.2

. 5.0

4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8
1.6
3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

cl

el Ei

c

,

et

1

1

1

1

1

6/

et

et

El
el

el.

ca.

ei

Fall,

N
39

1970
T1

I X

5.436
SD

I, . 046

Spring,

N

22-
52
614.836

186

T/
X

5...312...
3.981

1971

SD
/ . 387

Fall,

N

U.
45_
67
41,_
241

1971
T3

X

A.80
3.9331415.6

SD
1.691

Spring,

N
..411.
40
61

297

1972
T4

X

5.15Q
3.700

SD

.1.35
1.571

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

60 4.534 1.751 1.743
1.55166.5.500 1.256 5.1341.324 4.868

472T2
1.48

165
4.213 1.6231k 1.48

Two-Way Anal of Var. Ti 4,T2 T2 a T3 T3 T4 Ti § T4
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

F qi nif P nif jp Ciptif F Rispif
o . 1.519 NS

.q*

0.141, NS 0.00 NS 5.994 .05
It.. 4.445 .05 0-583, NS 0.00 NS 0.307 NSExperiment SED#2 W/

Control SED #1
01. 19.848 .001 0.474 NS 1.420 NS 12.781 .001

27.0891 .001
ow 8.848 .01 22.933 .001 32.074 001Experiment SED#1 W/

Col. 0.557 NSControl SED #2
kow 13.995 .001Experiment SED#2 W/

. Col. 0.211 NSControl SED #2
Row 3.435 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

2
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Items My manager encourages and supports innovation.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

. 5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6

1.4
1.2

1.0

0
el'
ci

EI

et,

Ei

a
LI

EI

c2.
CI

El.

El..

Fall, 1970
T1

Spring, 1971
T/

Fall, 1971
T%

Spring, 1972
TA

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N
39

60
66

L65

X
6.051

SD N
0.999 73

Y
6.137

SD
1.045

N
68
45
67
Cr

X
5.97C1.184

SD N
39

_

X
5.666

SD
1.382

4.1501.4775.02C1.581 405.900 1.189 52 5.135 1.534
1.4545.2231.515 61 4.9834.836 1.6755.712 1.274 61
1.3425.1665.42E1.717 fact

_186 206 _ ,241

Two -Way Anal of Var. T1 4, T2 T2 & T3 T3 T4 T1 § T4

P Signif_ P Signif P Signif P Signif
.01Experiment SED#1 WI Col. 22.841 .001 0.541 NS 2.143 NS 8.430

Control SED #'1 jtow 5.304
1.727

.05 ,38.695
NS_ 0.424 I

.001
NS

14.799
6.677

.001

.01
7.658

45.758
.01
.001Experiment SED#2 W/ Col.

Control SED #1 Row _19.668_ .001 , 0.0531 NS 6.281 .05 2.965 NS

Experiment SED#1 WI Col. 2.204 NS
Control SED #2 Row 7.574 .01
Experiment SED#2 WI Col. 6.645 .01
Control SED #2 Row 11.238 .001

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

itea 3 Higher management's reactions to the problems that reach them
are Lair.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2
1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

Two-Way Angl,of Var.

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #2

3C

LI

ci

El

C'

Et.

El

el

Et-

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall, 1970
Ti

N X SD
39 5416 1.535
FO 4.950 1.512
65 5.492 1.002

164

Spring, 1971
-247

N X SD
21 5.677 1.180
49 4.673 1.420
58 5.138 1.420

178

Fall, 1971
T3

N

45
67
61

241

SD
..1

5.06.1.420
5.08 .287
.28 .362

Spring, 1972
T4

N 3c SD

_19-5,41 04265
38 4.42 1.463
61 4.86 1.4_9
65 775 1.369
203

NS
NS

.05

.05

NS
.01

7.284 .01
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 4 My manager knows and understands the El,rotlems I face

V
7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

. 5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.0

cs

Et
e 61

ci

EL

Es

et
cf..

Et

e

ct
G2

az

Fall,

N
39
59
§§

).63

1970
_ Ti

X

5.58

,

SD
0.992

Spring,

N

.72.
52
i2.4-

T2
X

5.410

1971

SD
1.278.

Fall,

N

LI.
45L
61

241

1971
T3

X

5.138
4.888

SD

1 - 322
1.40
1-2.25

Spring,

N

_Li
..4.0

.1211

205

1972
T1

7
5..213
4.425

-
SD

L-L:Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

Total

4.365 1.559 1.37
1 41

5.42 1.392
5.142 L.5.5.5_Lig 1.377 5-29B 4.....96.6

4.742 1.3E
_189__

4.950 1 23,612E

Two-Way Anal of Var. Tl & T2 T2 i T3 T3 i T4 T1 § T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

I P Si iti f P iSi ni f P Signi f P gi gn i f
Col, 2.313 NS 0.122 NS 0.925 ITS 7. 299 .01
AOW 0.020 NS 0.104 NS 1 .347 NS 0.453 NS

Experiment SEQ#2 W/
Control SED #1

CoL-13.922 .0011.504 NS 4.304 .05 21.144 .001
Row 10.967 .00112.671 .001 6.152 .05 4.762 .05

Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 0.308 NS
Control SED #2 Row 6.496 .05
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 7.934 NS
Control SED #2 Row 0.750 NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.0

1
5
3
4



554

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 5 My manager recognizes when a problem is developing and does
some ing constructive about it.

Y
7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8

4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0

3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8

2.(..

2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

al

cl

El

Et

fit

SI

7

6

6

6

6

6

.9

5

F.

5/

4

u 4

ct 4

e

4

al.

,

,

el

ct

Fall,

N
39
60
6F-5-

164

1970

TI
X

5.53
SD
1.166

Spring,

N
73

52

64

-1iia-

T2
X

5.315

1971

SD
1.091

Fall,

N
68
45

271

1971

15
X

4.97
SD
1 525_32

Spring,

N

9_111.

1P72

T4
7

5.178.315
SD

1-5.2.8

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

4 46. 1.61

.1.53
3.7251.,535
4...50
4.424L1.5.9

3.980 1.5774.96 1.495

4.854.578 1.6605.33 1.361
4.78 1.6711_e

20

rwo-Wav Anal of Var. Ti & T2 T2 i T3 T3 T4 T1 T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

14 ! l .,

Col. 7.588 .01 0.041 S 0.050 S 8.127 .01
jiow 6.884 .01 5. 5 .05 3.3 93 NS 4.247 .05

Experiment SED#2 WI
Control SED #1

x,19.600 .01 3.127 NS
.05

5.573
.498

.05 125.046

.01 8.704
.001
.01Row 6.037 .05 5.235

Experiment SED#1 WI Col. 0.137 NS
Control SED #2 Row 5.146 .05
Experiment SED#2 WI Col. 6.035 .05
Control SED #2 Row 5.144 .05

.0

.8

.6

.4

.2

.0

.8

.6

. 4

.2

.0

.8

.6

.4

.2

.0

.8

.6

. 4

.2

.0

.8

.6

.4

.2

. 0

.8

. 6

.4

.2

.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE. DATA

Item 6 My manager shows confidence and trust in me.

Y

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2

. 5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI El

i

i

i

i

i

51

CI

st
ct

et

Et CI

ct

.

et

Ea-

Fall, 1970
Ti

Spring,

N

..2.. 3

52
62

187

T2

X
6.178

1971

SD
1.109

Fall,

N

A.
45
67
61

241

1971

T3

. 1 :1.975
SD

Spring,

N
-495.975
405.225
615.622

..k45.531
205

1972

TI
Y SD

1.18
1.57

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N
39
60
TS

164

X
6.282

SD
0.759

5.8000.9905.326 1.4246.050
rnb

1.213
5.8501 .018

.466
1.255.758 1.2371.018
1.165.5571

Two-Wav Anal of Var Tl & T2 T2 & T3 T3 & T4 Tl § T4

Experiment SED#1 W/

F % if F Signif F Signif F Sigaif
.01Col. 3.656 NS 0.010 NS 1.126 NS 8.022

Control SED #1 Row 3.092 NS 5.614 NS 3.639 NS 1.934 NS

Experiment SED#2 W/ LW.13.516
Control SED #1 Now

.001 3.176
1.768 NS 2.634 NS3.363 NS 2.304

_...1%5,S219,Q521.244.11111
NS

Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 8.547 NS
Control SED #2 Row U.115 .01

Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 2.644 NS
Control SED #2 Row 0.029 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0
.8

4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Involvement in Decision-Making in the State Department.

Exp. #1

H=4.813 :Sig.= .05

P= 0 000 *Sig.= NS

Control #1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall 1970

HQ . 037 :Sig.= NS
p=0 .000 :Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

H= 1.160 :Sigo. NS

p= 0.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=9.334 :Sig.= .01
p O.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1970

Exp. #2 0
H= 1.213 Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

0 Exp. #2
P - 0.000 Sig.= NS

H=1.470 :Sig.- NS
H= 1.131 :Sig.= NSp=0.060 :Sig.= NS
p = 0.000 ;Sig.= NS

H =1.160 Sig.= NS

Control #1 0- C Control #113:0.000 Sig. NS

Fall 1970

Exp. #1 Hu 2 . 031.....: Sig . = NS

p-.. 0.000 :Sig.= NS

H=1-333 :Sig.= NS
peo . 000 :Sig.= NS

Exp. #2

Spring. 1972

pe0.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=7.259 :Sig.= .01
=0.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2



Item 1

557

Involvement in Decision-Making in the State Department.

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way

Analysis of Variance
Binominal Test of

Proportions

Experiment#1

&

12 Hs 4.813 P= 0.000

Control #i 12 Signif.= .05 Signif.= NS

Experiment#2 12 H. 1.470 p= 0.000
&

Control #1 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 12 H= 1.333 p.0.000

Experiment#2 12 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1 8 H. 9.334 P= 0.000
&

Control #1 11 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS

Experiment#2 9 H= 1.131 P= 0.000
&

Control #1 11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 8 il= 7.259 13 0.000
&

Experiment#2 9 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS

Fail, 1970 t

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1 12 F1=2.037 p= 0.000

&

Experiment #1 8 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2 12 H=1.213 p= 0.000

&

Experiment #2 9 Signif.= NS Signif: NS

Control#1 12 H=1,160 P =0.000

&

Control#1 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
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COWEN? ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 : Quality of Decisiln-Making in the State Department.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1 Exp.#1

H= 0.789 :Sig. NS

H=1.141 :Sig.= NS

=0.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

p= 0.000 ;Sig. = NS

Ha 4.854:Sig.= .05
p 0.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1970

Exp. #2
H=1.223 Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

Exp.#2
p= ). 000 Sig.= NS

H=6.901 :Sig.= .01 H=0.763 :Sig.= NS
p=0.000 :Sig.= NS p =0.000 ;Sig.= NS

H=5.761 Sig.= .02
Control 01 Control #1

p=0.000 Sig. NS

Exp. #1

H=1.763 :Sig.= NS
010.000 :Sig.= NS

-)-Exp.#2

Fall, 1970

H=0.789 :Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

p.m(' .000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=7.253 :Sig.= .01
p =0 . OCO ;Sig.= NS

Exp. #2
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Item 2 : Quality of Decision-Making in State Department.

Fall, 1970 N
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way

Analysis of Variance
Binominal Test of

Proportions

{Experimentil

Control si

12 HE 1.141 P = 0.000

12 Signif. Is NS Signi.Z.= NS

Experiment/2

Control #1

12 H 6.901 p = 0.000

12 Signif.= .01 Signif.z. NS

Experiment#1

Experiment#2

12 H=1.763 p*0 . 000

12 Signif. w NS Sigilif.= NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1

Control #1

9 Hm 4.854 P= 0.000

11 cignif.* .05 Signif.= NS

Experiment#2

Control #1

9 H=0.763 P= 0.000

11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

Experiment#2

9 H=7.253 P 0.000

9 Signif.= .01 Signif.= NS

Fall, 1970 to

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

12 11=0.789 p= 0.000

9 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2

Experiment #2

12 14ig1.823 p= 0.000

9 Signif.m NS Signify NS

Control#1

&

Control#1

12 H=5.761 P = 0.000

11 Signif.= .02 Signif.= NS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 3 :Influence of Planning on Decision-Making Process.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Exp. #1
Exp. #1

INO.048 :Sig..

ps1.000 :Sig. NS

H=11.430.:Sigo .001
I's 1.000:Sig. NS

Control #1 H0.000 :Sig. NS

p0.030 ;Sig..05

Hs 10.922Sig.. .001
p* 1.00QSig.= NS

Control #1

Exp.#2

H=0.447 :Sig.= NS

p=1.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1971

H=1.120 Stg.= NS

p=1.000 Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

H=0.000 Sig.* NS

p=0.030 Sig.* .05

Exp.#2

H=1.433 :Sig.= NS
p=1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1971

Exp. #1

H=11.430:Sig.= .001

poi 1.000:Sig.= NS

Exp.#2

Spring, 1972

H=0.048 :Sig.* NS

Hm1.120 ;Sig.= NS

.1321.000 ;Sig.=

Exp.#1

H=2.940 :Sig.= NS

p=1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2



Item 3 : Influence of Planning on Decision-Making Process.

Fall, 1971
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1 9 H=11.430 P=1.000

Control 11 11 Signif. ..01 Signif.= NS

Experiment#2 10 H. 0.447
P
=1.000

Control #1 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 9 Hm11.430 13.1.000

Experiment#2 11 Signif.= .001 Signif.= NS

Spring, 1972 -

Experiment#1 9 H.10.422 p=1.000

Control #1 11 Signif.= .001 Signif.= NS

Experiment#2 10 H=1.433 p=1.000---

Control #1 11 . Signif.. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 9 H=2.940 P=1.000

Experiment#2 10 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Fall, 1971 to

Spring, 1972

Expeenent #1 9 112.0.048 p= 1.000

Experiment #1 9 Signif.= NS Signif.. NS

Experiment #2 10. H1.1.120 /3=1.000

Experiment #2 10 Signif.= NS Signify NS

Control#1 8 H=0.000 P =0.030

Controlll
r

10 Signif.= NS Signif.= .05
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QUESTICNNAIRE DATA

Item 4 The people I work with participate amoropriditely in setting
the pals of our work.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

Total

1

el.

el

Et

cI

re_t

Ct

E2-

Fall, 1970
T1

N
39
60

165

X
5.769
5.167
5.594

SD
0.931
1.460
1.288

Spring, 1971
T2

N
72

51
60

183

5.375
4.804
4717

SD
1.305
1.342mur

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall, 1971 Spring, i972
T3 T4

N X SD N X SD
68 5.485 1.099 40 5.25C 1.133
45 4.822 1.48: 39 4.384 1.5'5
67 4.970 1.31: 59 4.661 1.372

477113 1.429 7-6 4.69E =00'.
204241

Two-Way Anal of Vv. T1 4...T2 T2 & T3 T3 T4 T1 T4
$ignif

Col. 7.002 .01 0.700 2.708
.001

12.471
-777673--

001Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1 _Row 7.582 .01 1.138 .001 )1.139 01
Experiment SED#2 W/ 0.844 NS 0.215 NS 3.539 NS 13.495 001
Control SED #1 Row 5.154 .05 D-158 NS 1.142 NS 2.412 NS
Experiment SED#1.W/ Col. 1.870 NS
Control SED #2 Row 11.273 001
Experiment SE1 #2 W/ Col. 2.716 NS
Control SED #2 Row 1.043 NS



563

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 5 Iam appropriately involved in decisions affecting my work.

7
.7.0

6.8
6.6
6 . 4

6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2

. 5.0

4.8

4.6

SCALE 4.4

4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

E'
o
Et

E,

o

Eg-

s' E. ,

- cx

EX
ci

ci
g..

c.2

Fall,

N
39

59
66

64

1970
T1

X
5.949

. SD
0.887

Spring,
..--

N
73

52

615.082

L86

V
/I

5.699

1971

SD
1.298

Fall,

..

N
68
45
67
61

24T

1971

13
X

5.441
SD

1.42E

Spring,
$ -

N
40
40
61.

207

1972

T4

X
5.575

SD
0.9
1.4.Experimental sro #1

Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

Total

5.177 1.33E4,808 1.4565.661 1.385 4.950
5.298 1.3195.879 1.117 1.452 4.950 1.5"
5.147 1.525_0, 4.984 1.4

Two-Wav Anal of Var. Ti k T2 T2 Ek T3 T3 T4 Ti T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

__4

c
Col, 4.355 .05 0.012 NS 0.344 NS 14.408 .001

'ow
,

10.125_,
1.S59

.015.287
NS 2.526

.05
NS

4.431
2.091

.05
NS

3.858_
19.479

.05

.001Experiment SED#2 W/
Contlol SED #1 Row 22.038 .001. 1,108 NS 0.933 NS 0,384_ NS

Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 0.006 NS
Control SED #2 Row 5.662 .05

Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 0.923 NS

Control SED #2 Row 0.000 NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

4

6

3

0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 I can influence the oals methods and activities omy organization.

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
Total

Two-Way Analysis o

Experiment SED#1
w/contrpi SPJ) #1

Experiaent SED#2
W/Control smiti

N
68
45
67
61
41

X
5.220
4.577
4.731

SD
1.433
1.46S
1.343

N
40

61

4.774 LID Agi
2 7

Liu
4.300
4.557
1.145

Var. T1 T4

Experiment SED#1
W/Control SED#2

Experiment SED#2
W/Control SED#2 Row

0.356
Rnw 9.060

Si Dili f

.01
Cnl 1.224 NS
Rnw 1.013 NS
mill 0.52
Rnw 8.276

NS
.01

1.807
0.972

NS

SD

1.5E

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

9
1
4
8
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 :Promote Cooperative Team Work.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970

Exp.#1
H=2.318 :Sig. NS

Spring, 1972

Exp.#2

p x.141 :Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=10.50CtSig.= .01

P= 0.18CtSig.= NS

Fall, 1970 Kruskal-Wallii One-Way
Analysis of Variance

H=1.477

Binomial Test of
Prnpnrtinnc_

P *0.736Experiment #1

&

Experiment #2

8

Sig.= Ns Sig. ms

Spring, 197;

Experiment #1

Experiment #2

8 H=10.500 p=0.180

7 Sig. = .O1 Sig.=

.----

Fall, 1970 to
Sprinci_197

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

8 H=2.318 *P = 4-02

8 Sig.= NS Sig.= ..ns

Experiment #2

.xperilaent #2

7 H=9.800 P =0 141

7 Sig.= .01 Sig.= NS

Exp.#2
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CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 2 :Amount of Cooperative Teamwork Present.

Exp.

f0.059

#1

:Sig.=

Fall,

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

19721970 Spring,

NS

H=4.321 :Sig.= .05

Exp.#1

H= 0.000 :Sig.= NS

p=0.302 :Sig.= NS

H=0.337 :Sig.= NS

=-31 189 :Sig.= NS p 0.026 :Sig.= .05
P

Control #1

p=0.012 ;Sig.= .05
Control #1

Exp.#2

H=3.771 :Sig.= NS

Fall, 1970

H=0.466 Sig.= NS

p0.020 :Sig.= .05

Control #1

0

Spring, 1972

p=0.104 Sig.= NS

H=0.337 Sig.= NS

p=0.012 Sig. .05

0 Exp.#2

H=2.062 :Sig.= NS
p =0.000 ;Sig.= .001

002

Control fri

Exp. #1

H=1.929 :Sig.= NS

p0.736 :Sig.= NS

Exp.#2

Fall, 1970

H=4.321 :Sig.= .05

Spring, 1972

p= 0.302 :Sig.= NS

H=0.466 ;Sig.= NS

p=0.104 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=3.490 :Sig.= NS

p =0.028 ;Sig.=.05

Exp,#2



Item 2 : Amount of Cooperative Teamwork Present.

Fall, 1970
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment#1 7 H=0.059 P =0.189

Control al 5 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#2 8 H80.771 p =0.020

Control #1 5 Signif.= NS Signif.= .05

Experiment #1 7 H= 1.020 p0.736

Experiment#2 8 Signif.= NS Signif . = NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1 4 Hoy 0.000 P =3.026

Control #1 2 Signif.- NS Signif.= .05

Experiment#2 8 11= 2.062 13.) .000002

Control #1 2 Signif . NS Signif.= .001

Experiment#1 4 11= 3.490 P40.028

Experiment#2 8 Signif.= NS Signif. = .05

Fall 1970 to

Spring, 1972 .

Experiment #1 7 11.4.321 p0.302
4

Experiment #1 4 Signif.= .05 Signif.=_ NS

Experiment #2 8 H=0.466 p= 0.104

Experiment #2 8 Signif.= NS Signify. Ns

Controlti 5 14=0.337 P =0.012

&

Controlti 2 Signif . is NS Signif.= .05



QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 3 My group works hard to achieve its oals.

x
Y7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4

4.2

VALUES 4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

V
ci

El.

El

0

Es

el

,

,

,

,

1

el

E2
.

cc

el

Fall, 1970
Ti

Spring,

N
115.932
52
60

85

T2

X

1971

SD
0.855

Fall,

N
68
45
67
61ar

1971
T-3-

X
5.955

SD
1.12E

Spring,

N
40
39
60
66
205

1972

T4
X

5.67
SD
1.01Experimental SED #1

Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

N
39
60
66

16

X
6.128

SD
0.656

5.17 L04
1.18

5.711 1.0515.538 1.0195.634 1.149
5.776 1.112 .535.600 1.4176.091 0.956

5.65 f'.9E
...:

-
5.721 1.12

Two -Way Anal of Var. Ti k...T2 T2 & T3 T3 T4
P Signif

Ti
P

4 T4
Signif
.001Experiment SED#1 W/

Control SED #1

Eajgnif._E
NS

Signif
. 1.812 0.436 NS 3.01 NS 12.175

ROL: :
Ca1,3 .016

.0

NS 1.101

N

6.113 .05
0. 74

11.581
NS

.001.Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED 1_L1,1LoyLal .Q5 0.214 Ii§ 1.78 NS 7.045i _01
Experime.it SED#1 W/ Col. 1.50 NS
Control SED #2 Row 0.81 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col.
Control SED #2 how

4.16 .05
2.67 NS

7.0

.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1 0

1

8
5

2



Ite

SCALE

VALUES

My work

569

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

rou understands what we are tr in to achieve

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

Cl
GJ

62
c

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0'

Fall, 1970
T1

N

60
66

165

)1-

5.667
5.317
5.727

SD

0.898
1.172
1.075

Two-Way Anal of Var.

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

T1 LT2

Low
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col
Control SED el Row
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control .;En #2

1.395
5.483

Spring, 1971 Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T7

N X SD N X SD N )7; SD
21 5.562 0.928 jia 5,1;1.91,1j _AD 9_60 1-172
49 5.143 1.208 45 5.400 1.194_23 4.7Q 1.18C
61 5.164 1.306 Ji7 5.492 1.064 0. 5.196 1.166

61 5.573 11 296 66 5.36: 1.223
183 241 .2061

T2 & T3 3 14 T1 5 T4
ignif
NS
.05

F

4.384
Signif

05
ci gni f

2.805 NS
6.777 01 5.704 05

1.918 NS 3.164 NS 8 288 01
5.594 .05 0.140 NS 2.610 NS

F gignif
3.399 NS
1 337 NS
11.563 .001
6 915 .01

Col. 1.682
Row 2.129

NS
NS

Col 5.872 .05
Row 4.900 .05
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 5 I feel my group works well together.

7.0

6.8
6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

el
Ct

et

.

P ci

ce

Et

et
,-;

CI

El.

Et

Fall, 1970
Ti

Spring,

N
73

51

64

188

T2
X

5.575

1971

SD
0.998

Fall,

N

A.
_4.5.

-, 41

1971

WI
5CD

5.897
5.222
5.597
5.344

SD
.10e

Spring,

N
_195.589
_,191.32.1,

1972

T4
5; SD

1_20

1.28:
1.35

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

Tatal

N
39

59

65

163

X
5.794

SD
0.863

,52Q4.862 1.3115.271 1.215

.2795.187 1.1665.738 1.162 ..L.1-.295
66 .151 1.31.515

205

No-Way Anil of Vu. Ti1 & T2 T2 & T3 T3 f, T4 T1 T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

F Sig if F Signif F Signif P Signif
NSCol. 7.339 .01 6.984 .01 3.355 NS 3.603

2.439 NS 6.181 .05 3.197 NS 1.056 NS
Experiment SED#2 WI . 9.3.. el I O:
Control SED #1- ,Row 6.342 .05 3.450 05 4.369

2.062
_05

NS
6 79.5_ .01

Experiment SED#1 W/ Col.
Control SED #2 Row 8.098 .01
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 1.855 NS
Control SED #2 Row 1 . 015 NS

7.0

.8

.6

.4

.2

.0

5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6

4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0



Ude 6

SCALE

VALUES

really feel

571

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

immediate work rou is ettin thins done.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6

4.4
4.2
4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

rat

Two-Way Anal of Var.

c
Et

El

Ei
Ct

EL

7.0

6.8
6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

3.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall, 1970
T1

N X SD
39 5.897 0.882
60 5.800 1.021
65 5.830 1.024

164

Spring, 1971
T2

N
73
52

64

189

5.904
5.384
5.546

SD
0.915
1.239
1.344

Fall, 1971
T3

N X SD
68 5.882 1.01
45 5.G22 1.19
67 5.656 1.13
61 5.590 1.07

241

Spring, 1972
T4

N X SD
403.600 0.92
395.153 1.38
60

_L5
204

5.400
5.415

1.23"
1.10

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1
Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #2
Experiment SEDg2 W/
Control SED

1-

w

Ti & T2 T2 & T3 T3 T4

0.955
2.234

ol.

Row

5,397
0.411

Signif
NS
NS

.05

0.107
S tvi f
NS

Signif
3.384 NS

NS
.b5

4.703 05
1.105 NS
0.354 NS

2.110
4.402
0.659

Ti ,§ T4

P 'Signif
5.810 .05
0.779

11 742
NS
001

NS 0 776 NS

Col.
Row

Col.
Row

2.698
2.935
3.791
0.482

NS
NS
NS
NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 7 When differences arise . _

em ourse yes

Y
7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

. 5.0

4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1,6

1.4

1.2

1.0

el
GI

E1

.

CI

Et

0

,

,

,

60

et
02, et

Et

.

Fall, 1970
Ti

Spring, 1971
T2

Fall, 197\
IS

Spring, 1972
TI

Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2
Control SED #1
Control SED #2

_la].

N
39

60
65

164

X
5.717

SD
0.971

N

..2.. 3

51

64

188

Y
5.534

SD
0.929

N
68
45
67-a

241

r
5.52.

4;20
5.26

i
I SD
1.19

N
39

40
6C
66

27.2

I
5.20.

SD
1.3

5.30 1.356 4.921 1.453 1.49 4.751 1.4
5.676 1.047 5.265 1.287 1.35

1.45
4.95)
5.091=2

1.3
5.09

Two-Wa A . . Ti T2 1
T2 T3 T3. T4 Tl T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

. .. :. :.
4.372 .05. 0.000 NS 3.326 NS _2.774 NS
1.184 NS 3.328 NS 2.141 NS 0.728 NS

Experiment SED#2 W/
Control. SED #1

of 5.623 .05 0.047 NS 2.104 NS 3.386 .001'

Row 4.687 .05 2.694 NS 1.429 NS 2.732 NS
Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. .875 NS
Control SED #2 Row 2.365 NS
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. 0.426 NS
Control SED #2 Row'1.241 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8

.6

4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

9

9

8
5
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 : Based on information I have received from my boss.
I know if I am measuring up in my job.

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
1.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall '70 T1 Spring '71 T2 Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 T4

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
xperiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

X SD N

28 5.285 1.242 25
179 5.051 1.503 26
33 5.121 1.023 17
27 5.222 1.395 23

127 91

X

4.760
4.807
4.352
4.782

SD
1.562
1.233
1.320
1.953

Two-Way Anal.ofVar. Tl& 2 T3

-X- SD N IC

32 5.562 1.014 31 5.61
31 5.032 1.224 31 5.22
24 5.208 1.020 23 4.69
29 5.103 1.61' 27 4.70
30 5.000 1.284 20 5.10
36 5.333 1.33 33 5.24

182 167

Experiment LEA#1 W/072
F

.152
Experiment LEA#2 Row D.126
Experiment LEA#3 W/Co1-.1.212
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

D.813

P- S1gnif

SD

_10 2
1.2 3
1 2 8
1.7'7
1.0 0
1.2.9

T3 & T4 Tl & T4
F SigniLTFignif.Signif.

NS
NS
.05
NS 0.252

4.712 .05
1.040 NS
.310 NS

NS
Col
Row

Col
Row

Col.
Row
Col.

Row

0.370 NS 1.235 NS
5.245 .05 1.895 NS
2.515 NS 3.248 NS
0.028
0.128
6.551
0.403
0.116
1.§28
2.017
0.841
2.070

NS

.05
NS
NS

NS
NS

NA
NS

0.043 NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 2 : My manager encourages and supports innovation,

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.1
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2

4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

31

Fall'70 T
1

Spring '71 12 Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 14

N

Experiment LEA #1 28
ixperiment LEA #2 39
Experiment LEA #3 33
Lxperiment LEA #4 27
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total )1.27

No-Way Anal.ofVar.

experiment LEA#1 W/5717
Experiment LBA#2 Row
Experiment LEAT 197tol.
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEA11 W/

Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#27
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

6.250
5.923
5.969
6.074

SD

0.751
1.285
0.983
1.206

T1 g T2
F Signif.

4.261 .05
0.918 NS
2.700 NS
0.001 NS

N X SD
J

N X
2S 5.240 1.690 32 6.40E
2E 5.953 1.137 31 6.096
1":' 5.647 1.169 24 5.95E
2: 5.521 1.780 2S 6.06E

_2C 5.823

91
136 6.332
182

T2 & T3
F

9.888
1.258
2.510
0.000

T3 & T4
ignir F

.01 1.061
NS 1.546

SD I
0.6 31

0.90 32
0.9' 23
1.1 1 27

C

1.1 32
16";

1 3

Signif.

NS
NS

NS 2.602
NS 0 QB6
Cols 0.179

NS
NS
NS

Row 3.947 .05
Col. 0.038 NS
Row 0.796
Col. 1.000 NS
Row 3.858 .05
Col. 3.351 NS
Row 4.945 .05

X
6.12
6.06
5.73
5.48
5.95
6.15

SD

9 0.E
2 1.0
9 1.3

T1 & A4
fi `Signif.

Q.QQ2
1.207
2.824
0 097

NS
NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

05
14
55

53
50
95
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 3 : Higher managements reaction to the problems which reach
them are fair.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8'
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.0

el

e2
Elf

Et

62'

Fall '70 T1 Spring '71 T Fall '71 T3 Spring '72 T4

X SD N X SD

ix,,c.riment LEA #1 28 5.785 0.875 4-
nig 5.400 1.658

1\periment LEA #2 39 5.205 1.217 2E 4.615 1.098
!Aperiment LEA #3 33 5.454 1.120 17 5.470 1.462
Lx:icriment LEA #4 26 5.076 1.741 23 5.030 1.678

o.itrol LEA #1
ontrol LEA #2
Total 27 91

1,.o-Way Anal.ohar. T2 & T3T1 & T2
F Signif.

I xperiment LEA#1 W/Col. 4.478 .05 9.522
xperiment LEA#2 Row 8.772 .01 8.203
xt)erlment LEA1F3 W/tol. 0.009 NS 2.520
Lxperlment LEA#4 Row 1.882 NS 2.035
'xpertment LEA#1 11/
Contrel LEA #1
iv.periment LEA #2 W/
Control LEA #1
1:xperimem LEA#3 W/
ontrol LEA #

::rperiment TAIT 'w/
Control LEA

F

N X

32 6.004
31 5.451
24 5.875
29 5.517
_ZO 5.866
36 5.694

182
T3 & T4

SD k N X

0.84P 315.806
1.286 315.419
0.893 235.521
1.373 275.148
1.191_205.000
1.26) 335.636

167
Tl & T4

SD

1.01
1.08
0.99
1.53
0.85
1.11

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0
1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.0

3

3

igni F Signif.

.01 0.349 NS

.01 5.990 .05

F

0 382
Silpif.

NS

6 482 .05
NS .127 NS 0.067
NS .180 NS 1.992

NS
NS

Col .024 NS
Row 024 NS
Col 053 NS
Row 5.14 7 .05
Col 0.974 its

Row 0.025 NS
Col p _811 N$
Row 1,969 NS



Item 4 : My mane

576
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

er knows and understands the problems I face.

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
'5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

El

Fall '70 T
1

Lxperiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

N

28
39
33

27

27

X

6.035
5.512
5.575
5.407

SD
0.999
1.315
1.275
1.308

Spring '71 T2 Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 T4

N
25
26
17

23

91
Tl & T2

X

4.640
5.192
5.176
5.304

T2 & T3
F Signif.

SD
1.845
1.265
1.286
1.987

N

32
31

2A

311
36

X

5.000
5.967
5.583

2.2 5-6BA
5.766
5.555

t82

F Signif,

A

T3 & T4

SD

0.983
0.79E
1.017
1-256
1...191A

1.382

F Signif.

Experiment LEA#1 W Col.

Experiment 12A#2 Row 0.000 NS
Experiment LEA01 W ol. 0.680 NS
Experiment LEA#4 Row 0.004 NS
Experiment LEA#1 W
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W
Control LEA #2

11.195 .001 20.69C
1.227

.001 3.011 NS
NS

1.175, NS
0.150 NS

Col,

Row

Col.

Row

Col.

Row
Col.

Row

0.036
3.424
0.000-
3.846
2.035

NS
NS
NS
,05
NS

X- SD

5.6560.970
5,1100,32.5
9.2171-11LE

1111.j:4i

5-311.0.1-141
5.121

Tl F, T4
P Signif.

0.142 NS

. _a94 NS-
x..590
0_279

NS

1.567 NS
3.089 NS
2.796 NS
0.064 NS
3.937
0.059

n5
NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0

5.8
5:6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 5 : My manager recognizes when a problem is developing and
does something constructive about it.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4

3:2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall '70 T1

W

Experiment LEA #1. 28 5.964
Experiment LEA #2 j 39 5.461
Experiment LEA #3 33 5.696
Experiment LEA #4 27 5.407
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total 12 7

Spring '71 T Fall '71 T3 Spring '72 T4

Two-Way Anal.ofVar

Experiment LEA#1 W
Experiment LEA#2 Rcw 0.104 NS

1
Experiment LEAff3 W/Col. 4.086 .05
Experiment LEA#4 Row 0,344 148

Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 WI
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

SD N X SD N X SD N
0.744 25 4.760 1.640 32 5.937 0.87' 31
1.210 26 5.115 1.117 31 5.580 1.118 32
1.103 17 5.560 1.215 24 5.541 1 06 23

1.474 23 4.956 1.637 29 5.482 1.35 _22
30 5.566 1.27 _29
36 5.388 1.430 33

91 182 167
Tl & T2 & T3 T3 & T4
F Signif. F ISignif F -get F

1.538 .01-13.016' .001 1.415 0.867

1-

0.000 NS 0.706 NS 1.498
3.464 NS 6.601 .05 7.633
0.031 NS 0.037 NS O.

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

X- SD
5.51 1.121
5.56 1.0_4
4.82 1.497
4.77 1.601
5.35 1.348
5.15 1.325

Tl&

Col 2.105 NS
Row 1.491
Col 0.270

NS
NS

Row 0.251 NS

Col 3.480
Row 0.114,
Col 3.360
Row 0.296

NS
NS
NA
NS

T4
Signif.,
NS
NS
.01
NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 6 My manager shows confidence and trust in me.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2
1.0

Es
c.1

0,
EN

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
1.8
3.6

3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4
).. 2

1.0

Fall '70 Ti Spring '71 T2 Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 T
4

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
i-IEF707641!!

N

28
39
33

22

L27

X SD N X SD

6.428 0.690 25 5.520 1.661
5.974 0.873 26 5.269 1.250
6.090 1.071 12 5.824 1.467
6.222 1-120 22 5..956

Tl & T

Experiment LEA#1 W/Col.

Experiment LEA#2 Row 2.753
Experiment LEAn Witol. 0.963
Experiment LEA#4 Row

Experiment LEA#1 W/

Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W7
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

F

91

14.425

0.236

I

SD

32 6.343 0.787
31 6.225 0.71E
24 6.166,n,81C_22
29 6-132 0.990 _2.2
2D 6..113 0-973_20
1.6 5.972 1.20e_12

167

D

31 6.258 0.929
32 5.750 1.047

5.826 0.9E4
5-656.1-M7
6-15012.V 8
5.818 ...1.144

1.82

T2 & T3 T3 & T4 Ti $T4
Signif. F Signif. F Signif 1 F

.001 17.542 .001 3.201 NS 1.546

NS 0.752 .001 3.980 .05 9.181
NE 0.978 NS 3.468 NS 3.289

0.038 NS 0.186 0.003
Col, 0 038 NS
Row 0 825 NS
Col, 1.639 NS
Row 0.735 NS

Col. 1.561 NS
Row 0.261 NS
Col: 2.156 tic

Row 0.001 NS

Signif.

NS
.01
NS
NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 : The people I work with participate appropriately in

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

17.0
6.e
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2

1.0

Fall 170 T1

NT'

Experiment LEA #1 28
Experiment LEA #2 39
Experiment LEA #3 3.3

Experiment LEA #4 27
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total 127

Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

X

5.500
5.076

5.090
5.148

Spring '71 T2

SD
0.962
1.222
1 283
1.511

N
25
26

.17
23

91

X
5.040
4.423

5-126.
4.695

SD
1.567
1.474

a-aaa
1.917

Fall '71 T
3

N
32

31

.2.4

29

31)
36

182

5.875
5.483

5.310
5.533
5.083

Spring

SD N
0.975 31
1.38' 32

0-717_23
1.13- 26
2-125_10
1.333 33

167

'72 T
4

SD
0.652
1.255

1-4 3
1.680

9
1.1 5

X
5.671
5.181

5 11(
4.76C,

9 69f
4.965.

Experiment LEA#1 W/tol.
Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#3 141/Col.

Experiment LEA#4 Row

Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA #4 W/
Control LEA #2

Ti & T2
F

5.185
4.520
0.370
0.494

Signif.
T2 & T3

F

05 13.885
.05 3.925
NS 4 957
NS 2.297

T3 & T4 Ti & T4
F -Signif. F

.001 1.573 NS 0.583 NS

.05 5.007 .05 5.865 NS

.05 5,094 .05 0.356 .NS

NS 2.425 NS 0.285 1%1E

Col. 0.045 NS
Row 0.951 NS
Col. 0.140 NS
Row 1.140 NS
Col. 2.550 NS_
pow 3.247 NS
Col. 1.830 NS
Row 0.003 NS



580
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 2 : I am appropriately involved in decisions affecting my work.

7.16.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
L.4
3.2

5.0

2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

El

et
EY

65

Fall '70 T
1

Spring '71 T

N
Experiment LEA #1 28
Experiment LEA #2 39
Experiment LEA #3 33
ixperiment LEA #4 II
Control LEA #1
Loatrol LEA #2

Total 127
Two -Way Ana o fVar

X

5.964
5.769
5.303
5.666

SD
1.035
1.157
1.530
1.300

N
25
26
17

91

5.200
4.653
_.294
C

SD
1.707
1.440
1.358

Fall '71 T
3

32

31
24

1,293. 22

.16

.82

6.125
5.645
5.833

5.533
5.694

T1 f, T2

Experiment LEA#1 W/51.14.27
Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#3
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experimeat LEA#1 W'
Control LEA
Experiment LEA#1-1111/

Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2

Control LEA #2

7

2.200

Signif.

.001
NS

0.829 NS 4.468
4'.114

al

el
ti
e2

E4

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4..6

4.4

4.2
4.0

13.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Spring '72 14

0.87' 31 5.903 0.943
1.44 32 5.562 1.134
0.91 23 5.391 1.117
1.28 -22 1.2261-3'3
1.16;..2.4 5.6001.142

I 4_33 5.636_1-0 4
167

05 4.258
0.058 NS 0.123 NS o_alic

0.156
Row 5.192
Colj. 0.001
Row 0.023
Col. 1.551
Row 0.069
Col. 1.874'
Row 0.231

.10.5

415
NS
NS
.05
NS

NS
N5
NS
NS

NS
Mg



Item 3

581

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

I can influence tke goals. methods. and actitities
of my opaanization.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

*M.

6
w

E

f

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3'
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total
NNOMIIIMIM

Fall, 1971

SD
32 5.750 0.879

Spring, 1972

T4,

11 5..322a Liz LAAX
5.517 1.121
5.566 g.98/
5.138 1:312

Experiment LEA#1
Waxperiment LEA#2

Experiment LEA#3
4l /Experiment LEA#4

Experiment LEA#1

0 149 NS
4.766 .05

OffIIIIM1111
EMINIIP005711

Experiment LEA#2 Col.

IZQpintrol LEA#1 Row
Experiment LEA#3 Col.

W/Control LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#4

W/Control LEA#2

10

NS

0.000 NS

.2.2 1.12.5
31 5.774
N X

1.20
27 5.00.0

.2.11 5..1591

33 5../0
166

SD
0.8

-L.2.0

1.6E

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

4

3

7
4

4
7



582
QUESTIONNAllt8 DATA

Item 1 : My group works hard to achieve its goal.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

el
eM

CA

et

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall '70 T1

N X SD
28 F.750 1.004

T73-5-6 1.120

33
27

127

6.212
6.185

0.427
0.681

Spring 71 T
2

Fall '71

SD
25 5.320 1.519 32 6.062
26 4.961 1.148 31 5.806
12 6.235 0.752 24 6-202
23 5.913 1.703, 19 5A2§

30
:::g

91 82

T
3 Spring '72 T4

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4
1.2

1.0

1

0.846_21 s. 1-0 2
1.11)-22 ':-1-2;0
0-22J-23 ,60-1....01.0
0.47t-2.6
0.750_14 °A- LB 5

1.45(-12 7
.167

Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

Experiment LEA#1 W Col
Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA #3 W,kCol.

Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEAI1 W/
Control LEA41
Experiment LEA#2 WJ
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 WI
Control. UA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

Tl&
F

Col. 1.512
NS
NS

Row 3.334 .05
Col, 2.107 NS
Row 0.516 NS
Col. 0.105
gow 1,5Bg
61, 0.019
Row 0.049

NS
tig

NS

NS

0.131



583
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 2 : My work group understands what we are tr in to achieve.

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SC/ LE 4.2

4.0

VALUES 3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

cx

Fall '70 T1 Spring '71 T2 Fall '71 T3 Spring '72 14

experiment LEA #1
Lxperiment LEA #2
experiment LEA #3
LxperimentlEA #4
control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total 127
Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

N
28

39
33
27

X

5.642
5.435
5.303

5.444

SD
0.869
1.231
0.9P3
1.Q12

N
25

26

22
23

Ti & T2

X

4.760
4.653
5.823
5.260

91
T_ & T3

SD
1.507
1.412

1.789

X

32 5,968
31 5.322
24 5.250
29 5.724

36 ti...(e)33

L82

SD

0.897
1.491
0_79"1

1 Ogil

0_71-
1.383

N
31

_12

-2fi

_2D
_11
167

i.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

T SD

5.903 0.8-0
5.437_1_318
c 6c7-0-9,4
5...fiDD 1-0 9

s_55.o_a_a 7
5.666 _LSI 0

F

Experiment LEA#1 W/

Experiment LEA#2
iTiFFFIR(711t LEA#3 WI

Experiment LEA#4
Experiment LEA#1 W/

Control LEA #1

12.386Col.

Row 0.438
Col. 0.450.1_

Row 0.704

ignir.

.001
NS
NS
NS

P Signif.

13.9217,.001
2 23C NS
0.56E NS
1.29E NS

Experiment LEA#2 W/

Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA #4 W/

r)ntrol LEA #2

Co...

Row
Col.

Row

Col.

Tow
Col.

Row

T3 & T4
F Signif.

0.014 NS

0.683
0.209

NS
NS

2.958 NS
0.818 NS
0.669 NS
3.341 NS

0.052 NS
0.392 NS
0.01=1 Ns
0.040 NS

T1 & T4
Signif.

NS
F

0.453

1_114
0.000

NS
NS

1



Item 3 : I feel m rou

584
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

works well t ether.

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

0
Ey

ci

El.

f

EV

Ez-

Fall '70 T1 Spring '71 T2 Fall '71 T3 Spring '72 T4

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

N
28

39
33
27

127

X SD N X SD N X
5.642 0.869 25 5.439 1.581 32 6.000

5.205 1.004 26 4.730 1.185 31. 5.774

5.515 1.093 _II 5.647 0.996 24 6.,1141
5.444 1.423 23 5.217 1.881 29 5,223

30 6.066
36 5.638

91 1182 1
T2 &T3 T3 & T4

Si nif. P Si iC F Si

.05 19.427 .001 2.615 NS

NS 1.140 NS 2.167

Two-Way Anal.ofVar. Ti. & T2

F

6.612
2.647

Experiment LEA#1 W Col.

Experiment LEA#2 Row
Experiment LEA#3 W ol.

Experiment LEA#4 Row

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.E

5.6
5.4

5.2

S.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

SD N X SD
1.04 31 5.743 1.3'..5

1.11 32 5.314_1,468
0.75 _23 6...04...0-249
1.29 _25 5.57E 1.24f0
0.90 5.850 1.089
1.33 _J. 5.66E 0.853

167i
1 Tl & T4

F- Si if.

0 242 NS
4.272 .05
2309 NS
1.570 NS

NS

Experiment LEA#1 W
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W
Control LEA #2

0.027 NS 3.058 NS 0.151 NS
0.767 NS 1.494 NS 2.975 NS

Col 1,263
Row 0.171
Col. 2.266

NS
NS
NS

Row 3.392 NS

Col. 0.035
Row 4.473
Col. 0.188
Row 0.022

N
.05
ms
NS



585
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 4 : I really feel my immediate work group is getting things done.

7.0

6.8
6.6

6.4
6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2

4.0

VALUES 3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

e'

et

Fall '70 T
1

Experiment LEA #1 28 5.785
Experiment LEA #2 39 5.384
Experiment LEA #3 33 5.818
Experiment LEA #4 27 5.444
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2
Total

Two-Way Anal.ofVar.

Spring '71 T2 Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 T4

SD N X SD N
0.917 25 4.880 1.641 32

1.183 2k 4.848 1.286 31
0.808 1/ 5.705 0....919_ 24
1.527 23 5.434 1.804 29

30
36

127 91 182
Tl & T2 1T2 & T3

Vxperiment LEA#1 WrCol.

Experiment LEA#2 Row

Experiment LEA#3 W/sCol.
Experiment LEA#4 Row

Experiment LEA#1 W/
Control LEA #1
Experiment LEA#2 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEA#4 W/
Control LEA #2

F

9.345
0.847
0.050
1.411

5.968

5.709
5.791
5 793
5.400
5.750

SD
0.89;

N
31

0.901_32
0.433_23
0, 977 26
0.80:: 20
1.204 33

167

7.0
0

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8
S.6
5.4

5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
2.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

X SD

5.806 0.8 2

5.531_1...1 5
5,_ 782 2

5.692_1Q,Bir..4
5.400 1.046
5.727_1,1'49

T3 & T4
Signif. nif7 Signif.
.01 9.005 01 0.994 NS
NS 0.427 NS 2.444 NS
NS 0.745 NS 0.082 NS
NS 0.274 NS 11.054 NS

Col 3.729 NS
Row 1.919 NS
Col 3.289 NS
Row 0.024 NS

Col. 0.005 NS
Row 0.052 NS
Col. 0.098 NS
Row 0.000 NS

Tl & T4
F Signif.

0.203 NS
3.326 NS
0,253 NS

?,11 NS



586
QUMMINNAlig DATA

Item 5 : When differences arise in my work group, we have good

ways for settling them ourselves.

7.0

6:4
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0

5.8
5.6
5.4

5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Fall '70 T
1

Spring '71 12 Fall '71 T
3

Spring '72 T4

Experiment LEA #1
Experiment LEA #2
Experiment LEA #3
Experiment LEA #4
Control LEA 01
Control LEA #2

Total
Two-Way Anai.ofVar

Experiment LEA#1 W
Ex.eriment LEA02
Experiment
1.31periment LEA#4

Experiment A 1

Control LEA fl

114

N
28

:17

7

X SD

5.214 1.227

5.384 1.227

484 1.301

Lau 1.49

N
25

26

23

Tl $ T2
F Si nif.

X

4.840

5.038
5,235
5.434

91
T1 II T3

sr
1.700
1.399
1.091
1.973

N
32 5.937
31 5.709
24 5.875
19 um
1.0 5.766
26 5.638
82

SD W
0.841 32
0.47_22

_29

:

7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

1 SD
.46: 1.115
.28 _1,2 5

_a,245
-1.,3 1

6
.60' 0.8,8

T3 $ T4 T1

Col .956 NS

Row

EE11401M1111171111
1101111Row I

gnif,

. OTT-
F F

5.584 0.1.24

T4
Signif.

NS

morrammaillwrig I

Experiment LEW W
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W
Control LEA 02
Experiment LEA04 I
Control LEA #2

NS
Col,

Row

Col,

1 SNS

o.. 111311
1.437

. :

NS

w 0.028
Col.

Row

9.774
0.251 NS
1.813 NS

0.411 NS
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588

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Produce and Implement a Long Range Plan

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1970 Spring, 1972

NS

Exp.#1

H= 0.633 :Sig.= NS

H=0,534 :Sig. NS Exp.

p x0.005 :Sig: . 01

H= 2.868 :Sig.=

1:10.1400Sig.= .01

p= 0.002 :sig. _61 P= 0.430 :Sig.= NS

Exp.#2

p = 0.10 :Sig.= NS

Fall, 1 970
N

Kruskal-Wallii One-Way
Ana Luis of Variance

Binomial Test of
Prnpnrtionc

P 0.002Experiment #1

Experiment #2

5-1 H=0.633

10 Sig.= NS Sig. .01

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

Experiment #2

7 H=2.868 p =0.430

9 Sig.= NS Sig.= NS

Fall 1970 tq
Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

Experiment #1

5 H=0.5340
P
=10.1400

7

_

Sig.= NS Sig.= .01

Experiment #2

xperiment #2

10 H=0.005 p mS/J_Q__.

9- Sig.= .01 Sig.= NS

Exp.#2



589

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 2 2Llyaganization's overall plan is operable.

. 7.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6

SCALE 4.4
4.2

VALUES 4.0

3.8

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

CI

El

et

el

1

.

.

E

CI

ci..

1

ci
et
et

.

Fall,

N
39-

.5.9

fl...4

164

1970
II
I

5.079
4.203
5.203

I

SD
1.132

Spring,

N
73

-52.

SA,

T2
3r

4.821

1971

SD
1.456

Fall,

N
68

_45.
..E2.
.12.1.

241

1971
T3I

5.411
SD1.318

Spring,
,

N
40

-19
59

_6.6

205

1972

T4
if5.17 SD

1.2*Experimental SED #1
Experimental SED #2

Control SED #1
Control SED #2
Total

1.rala
1.210

1.11116

4.50Q
1.375 4.3.22

4.895
4-737

1....0
1.23

.1.25
4.61

....1.4(

1..4!1.447

_188
1.0 4.54 a.x.

Two-Wav Anal of Var Ti ft...T2
-

T2 "& T3 T3 E T4 Ti § T4

Experiment SED#1 W/
Control SED #1

F Signif. F Si if F F signif
NSCol. 7.207 .01 8.802._ .01 2.175

4.Signif

NS 1.782
Row 0.300 NS 6.368 .05 9.328 .01 NS

Experiment SED#2 W/
Control SED #1

col. 9.421 .01 4.795
_1.400

: .05
4

Row 1.705 NS 1.207 NS
Experiment SED#1 W/ Col. 1.290 NS
Control SED #2 Row ).1.914 .001
Experiment SED#2 W/ Col. a 127 Ns
Control SED #2 Row 0.242 NS

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8
5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0

4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0

3.8

3.6
3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

8

3

0
7

1



It.. 1 : Number of objectives toward wilia_progress has been made.

Fall, 1971
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experiment #1

Control 11

9 H.1.213 P=1.600

11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2

4

Control #1

10 H=0.019 p =1.000

11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

&

Experiment#2

9 11'.1,111_

Signif. NS

pip, 1 .non

11 Signif.= ss

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1

Control #1

9 H.3.753 P=1.000

11 Signif. NS Sivif.= NS

Experiment#2

&

Control #1

10 H=0.044 P=1,000

11 Signifo, NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1

&

Experiment#2

9 H=3.081 P*1.000

10 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Fall 1971 to

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1

&

Experiment #1

9 H 0.779 p= 1.000

9 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS

Experiment #2

Experiment #2

10 H. 0.005 p= 1.000

10 Signif. NS Signify HG

Control#1

&

LControl#1

11 Hino.0,52

Signif. NS

p
2.J-.4oct-

Signif.= NS
11



591

COMM ANALYSIS DATA

Item 1 : Number of objectives toward which Progress has been made,

Exp.#1

H=1.213 :Sig,'
p=1.000 :Sig.=

Control #1

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1

H20.779 :Sig.- NS
p=1.000 :Sig.* NS

NS H=3.753 :Sig.= NS
NS p*1 .000 :Sig.= NS

II= 0.052 :Sig.= NS

p= 1.000 ;Sig.= NS
Control #1

Exp.#2

Fall, 1971
H= 0.005 Sig.= NS

Spring, 1972

Exp. #2

pu 1.000 Sig.= NS

11=0.019 :Sig. .= NS H= 0.044 :Sig.= NS
p=1.000 :Sig.= NS p = 1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Control #1

H= 0.052 Sig.= NS

p =1.000 Sig. NS
Control #1

Fall, 1971

Exp. #1 H=0.779 :Sig.= NS

H=1.213 :Sig.= NS

p *l.000 :Sig.= NS

Exp.#2

Spring, 1972

ps, 1.000 :Sig.= NS

H=0.005 ;Sig.= NS

1,1E1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#1

H=3.081 :Sig.= NS
p =1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2



Item 2

592

CONTENT ANALYSIS DATA

Level of Progress toward those Objectives.

SCHEMATIC PRESENTATION OF ANALYSIS

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972

Exp.#1 Exp.#1
H =1.996 :Sig.= NS

1-1=1.213 :Sig.= NS

P=1.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

p =1.000 ;Sig.= NS

He 4.688:Sig.= .05
p 1.000 :Sig.= NS

Control #1

Exp.#2

H=0.447 :Sig. NS

Fall, 1971

H=

p=1.000 :Sig.0 NS

Control #1

Sig.=
Spring, 1972

P= Sig.=

H=0.107 Sig.= NS

p=1.000 Sig. NS

Exp. #2

H= 0.100 :sig.= NS

p =1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Control #1

Fall, 1971

Exp. #1 H=1.996 :Sig.= NS

Hu1.213 :Sig.= NS
*1.000 :Sig.= NS

Exp.#2

Spring, 1972

1.000 :Sig.= NS

Hu1.000 ;Sig.= NS

1)=1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp. #1

H =4.335 :Sig.= .05
= 1.000 ;Sig.= NS

Exp.#2



Item 2 :.Level of Progress toward tnose Objectives.

Fall, 1971
N

Kruskal-Wallis One-Way
Analysis of Variance

Binominal Test of
Proportions

Experimentel 9 HE 1.213 p =1.000
4

Control al 11 Signif.- NS Signif.= NS

1,

Experiment#2 10 Hs 0.447 P R
1.000

Control #1 11 Signif.a NS. Signif.= NS

.
Experimental

.

9 HE 1.213 p* 1.000

Experiment#2 11 Signif.- NS Signif.= NS

Spring, 1972

Experiment#1 9 HE 4.688 p= 1.000
4

Control #1 11 Signif.- .05 Signif.= NS

)

Experiment#2 10 His 0.100
.

P=1.000
4

Control #1 11 Signif. NS Signif.= NS

Experiment#1 9 His 4.335 P*1.000
6

Experiment#2 10 Signif.= .05 Signif.= NS

Fall 1971 to

Spring, 1972

Experiment #1 9 HE 1.996 p= 1.000

Experiment #1 9 Signif.= NS Signif.- NS

Experiment 2 10 Hu 1.000 p= 1.000

Experiment #2 10 Signif.- NS Signify NS

Control#1 11 Hig 0.107 P a 1.000

4

Control#1 11 Signif.= NS Signif.= NS
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

or anization has made ro ress in

Scale

Values

7.0

6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0

3.8
3.6
3.4

3.2
3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Et

Ft

et

Fall,
T3
1971 Springt41972

Experimental SED#1
Experimental SED#2
Control SED#1
Control SED#2
T9tal____

Two-Way Analysis of V

68
45
§.2

5.411

4.866
5.253

7Q5

SD
1.340 40
1.34149
16146 -El
1-256.6.6

207

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2
5.0

4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6

2.4
2.2
2.0

1.8

1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

X_ SD
5.325 0.888
4.775.1,14-9
1.114 9

Experiment SED#1 rro
W/Control sEnfl ran'''

Experiment SED#2
W/Contrpl SE0#1
Experiment SED#1

W/Control SEn#2
Experiment SED#2

W/Control SED#2

mnl_
Rnw
rn1_
Rnw

Col.
Row

T1 T4
Sjpif

NS0.504
1.314 NS
0_85_9 NS
1.248 NS

0.430 NS
4.271 .05
0.726 NS
4.596 .05
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 : My organization's overall plan is operable.

7.0
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

SCALE 4.2
4.0

VALUES 3.8
3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0
2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

E3
fi
Et

C9.

EN

Cl

ci
ol

EN

Fall '70 T
1

N
Experiment LEA #1 28
Experiment LEA #2 lyr

Experiment LEA #3 33
Experiment LEA #4 21
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total 127
Two-Way Anal.ofVar.'

X
5.250

5.105
5.363
4.666

Spring '71 T

SD N X SD
1.174 25 4.920 1.552 32

1.180 26 4.269 1.313 al
1.112 17 4.705 0.985 24
1-330 23 4.652 1-221

36
91 E82

Fall '71 T
3

7.0
6.8-
6.6
6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4

4.2
4.0
3.8

3.6

3.4
3.2

3.0

2.8
2.6
2.4

2.2

2.0

1.8
1.6
1.4

1.2

1.0

Spring '72 T4 i

Ti

6.031

a_aLs
5.333
5 -n14
5.166
5.083

D

0.93 31

1_91 _22
0.81x,
1 A7 _22
1-39 _2D
1.40 33

67

5.80E
6 Al"

D

1.0'7

_0-948

- 1-bLO
E -944
1.322

& T2 T2 &

Experiment LEA#1 W Col.
Experiment LEA #2 Row
Experiment LEKW31g7tOl.
Experiment LEA#4 Row
Experiment LEAt1 W/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#2 11/
Control LEA #1

Experiment LEA#3 W/
Control LEA #2
Experiment LEAt4 W/
Control LEA #2

5.762
2.681
1.537
1.916

Signif.

.05
NS
NS
NS

T3 T3 5 T4
F F Signif.

25.502 .001 0.799 NS
5.735 .05 5.148 .05
3.322 NS 0.448 NS
Q.405 1.476 NS

Col. 0.018 NS
Row 8.2Q.

Col. 0.150
Row 0.689
Col. 0.278
Row 0.849
Col. 0.265_

Row 0.145

.01
NS
NS

NS
NS

ti9

NS

Tl & T4
F Signif.

5.189 .05
1.733 NS
0.000 _.111S

4.174 _0S
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Item 1 As 2 see it, my organization has made progress in
attaining its objectives.

SCALE

VALUES

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.4
6.2

6.0
5.8

5.6

5.4
5.2

5.0
4.8
4.6
4.4
4.2

4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2

3.0

2.8

2.6
2.4
2.2

2.0

1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

el

CI

el
es
tt

Experimental LEA #1
Experimental LEA #2
Experimental LEA #3
Experimental LEA #4
Control LEA #1
Control LEA #2

Total

Fall, 1971 Spring, 1972
T3 Tik

N X SD N X SD
32 6.125 0.941 31 5.9030.70
31 5.483 1.091 32 5.3751.079
24 5.750 0.792 23 5.4780.941
29 5.241 0.95C 27 4.8141.21(
m 5.733 0.94i 12 5.603(42.0
36 5.305 1.11( 33 5.3031.074

182 166
Two-Way Analysis. QL Var. T3 6 T4

F Signif.

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 0.894 NS
W/Experiment LEA#2 pow 11.182 .001

Experiment LEA#3 Col. 3.156 NS
W/Experiment LEA#4 Row 8.892 .01

Experiment LEA#1 Col. 1.129 NS
W/Control LEA#1 41,E 4 .05
Experiment LEA#2 Col. 0.403 NS

Wagntrol LEA#1 Row 1.548 NS
Experiment LEA#3 Col. 0.512 NS

W/Control LEA#2 Row 2.614 NS '

Experiment LEA#4 Col. 1.13 17 NS
W/Control LEA#2 Row 1.978 NS

7.0

6.8
6.6
6.4

6.2
6.0
5.8

5.6
5.4
5.2
5.0
4.8

4.6
4.4
4.2.

4.0
3.8
3.6

3.4

3.2
3.0

2.6

2.4
2.2

2.0
1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0
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APPENDIX D

QUESTIONNAIRE
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Directions

1. Read each statement carefully.

2. Then decide to what extent the statement accurately
describes your work situation as it was last fall
(September-December). Choose a number value on
the scale which best shows how you felt then;
write your choice on the left side of the nage.

3. Next decide to what extent this same statement
accurately describes your workinuiTTORaiit is
now. Choose the number on the scale which best
ih-Ows how you feel this lax and mark it on the
right side of the page.

4. Be sure to indicate your feeling on all statements
in both the past and nresent tense.

EXAMP LE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all fairly often very often

Last Fall Now

1. Our organizational plan is well (44)
formulated.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

LAST FALL NOW

1. As I see it, persons in this organi- (58)
zation put a lot of effort into
planning.

2. My manager knows and understands (59)
the problems I face.

3. Hy manager recognizes when a Problem (60)
is developing and does something
constructive about it.

4. My work is important to the future (61)
and quality of education in my state.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all often very often

LAST FALL NOW

5. When differences arise in my work (62)

group, we have good ways for
settling them ourselves.

6. I think that my work group_ has made (63)
progress in attaining the objectives
set for us.

7. I think that the right strategies (64)
are chosen to implement the
objectives of my organization.

8. The planning unit has been helpful (65)

to me.

9. My organization's overall plan is (66)

onerable.

10. In this organization good job (67)

performance is appropriately
rewarded.

11. I feel loyal to my organization and (68)
identify with it and its objectives.

12. My capability to plan effectively (69)
will positively affect my future
career in this organization.

13. People here are oven and honest in (70)

talking with each other.

14. I am given appropriate oppor -(C&. 2)(01)
tunities to gain more techni-
cal knowledge about my job.

15. My organization has reliable ways (02)
for knowing how well it is attain-
ing its objectives.

16. My manager understands planning (03)

theory and is able to put it into
practice.

17. The policy and objectives of this (04)
organization are understood and
supported by its members.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all fairly often very often

LAST FALL

18. I have good ways for knowing how (05)
good our results are.

19. My organization's performance (OF)
standards which are used to
evaluate how well we are achieving
our objectives are understood.

20. I believe that all persons or
groups who should have partici-
pated in the development of
objectives did participate.

(07)

21. My manager encourages and supports (08)
innovation.

22. I feel my group works together well.(09)

23. I am able to affect decisions (10)
relating to planning.

24. The top priority objectives for (11)
state education are clear to me.

25. Based on information I have
received from my manager, I know
if I am measuring up in my job.

(12)

26. I can influence the goals, methods, (13)
and activities of my organization.

27. I understand what results must be (14)
produced to achieve the stated
objectives cf this organization.

28. The kinds of things I am doing (15)
will make a long term contribution
to education.

29. I think that neople in this organi- (16)
nation are generally favorable
toward it and sunnort behavior
implementing its objectives.

30. Hy manager shows confidence and (17)

trust in me.

31. I really feel my immediate work (18)
group is getting things clone.



1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all fairly often very often

LAST FALL

32. As I see it, planning is an integral (19)
part of running the state's schools.

33. Our goals are realistic and attain- (20)

able with our best efforts.

34. I feel that the appropriate persons (21)

and groups have been involved in
the development of objectives for
this organization.

35. I find my work personally rewarding (22)

and meaningful.

36. I believe my organization gives me (23)

adequate training to do my work
effectively.

37. The work I do makes good use of my (24)

abilities.

38. People in my group have the technical(25)
knowledge to do the job.

39. As I see it, my organization has (25)

made progress in attaining its
objectives.

40. I am appropriately involved in (27)

decisions affecting my work.

41. Higher management's reactions to (28)

the rroblems which reach them are
fair.

42. The activities relating to planning (29)

are having an effect on the policy
of this organization.

43. I and my manager work well together. (30)

44. Hy work group une.erstanOs what we (31)

are trying to achieve.

45. I feel good about my manager's (32)

ability to plan.

46. My group works hard to achieve its (33)

goals.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

LAST FALL NOW

47. My manager makes it clear that he is (34)
committed to the success of our
projects.

48. As I see it, my organization is (35)
moving in the right direction.

49. The goals of this organization are (36)
articulated.

50. Good ways are used to let me know (37)
how I can improve my performance.

51. The people I work with participate (38)
appropriately in setting the goals
of our work.

52. My organization's policy statements (39)
are clear.

53. My manager provides me with adequate (40)
support to perform my job.

54. My manager has expressed the belief (41)
that the AMA's training program has
been helpful.

55. I think that the objectives
developed during AMA training are
clearly stated with regard to
results expected.

56. I feel that the objectives
developed (luring At training
reflect the iilost serious and nress-
ing needs of state education.

57. As I see it, the onerational
priorities of the objectives
developer? (luring MA training are
clear.

(42)

(43)

(44)
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APPENDIX E

INTERVIEW CONTENT CODING INSTRUMENT

1
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Question 01

What do you feel you (will obtain) (obtained)
from the AAA training?

pre-training post-training

Column
Domains

1. definition of the
institution's mission

2. modify previously estab-
lished objectives

3. identify and analyze
alternative courses of
action

4. determine priorities

5. define standards of
performance for key
administrators

6. specify task completion
dates and action
assignments.

7. assign responsibilities
to subordinate units

8. design a methodology by
which future performance
may be evaluated in rela-
tion to the performances
specified in the plan

9. produce and implement a
long-range strategic plan

10. establish credibility of
planning

11. promote froe flat/ of infor-
mation throughout SED

12. promote cooperative team
work

Intensity Scale Number Score

0 uncodeable
(no answer) 1

1 no value

2

little value
3 3

4 included as 4

circumstances
permit

5 5

significant
should be
stressed

6 6

7 maximum commit-
ment 7

8

9

...

10

11

12
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Question #2

Do you feel that thn objectives developed as a result
of AMA training reflect the most serious and pressing
needs of state education?

Domain

Question acts as domain
in this case.

13.

Intensity Scale

0 uncodeaMe 13
(no response)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

not at all

to some extent

definitely
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Question #3

How are major decisions made in the State Department?

nomains

Question acts as domain in this case.
Column

Intensity Scales Number Score

34. ED1 Involvement

35. 0 uncodeable (no
response)

1 no participation/no
discussion invited.
Decision - making only
at top.

2

no participation/some
discussion invited.
Decision-making at top

3

4 some participation as
circumstances permit.
Decision-making
mostly at ton.

5

significant partici-
pation/Yroad policy
at top

6

7 maximum participation
throughout srn

[B] Quality 34

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

uncoaeable 35
(no response)

never effective

seldom effective

sometimes
effective

usually effective

highly effective
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Question 04

that is the role of olanning in running the State's
school system?

Domain

Questiok. acts as domain

*52 [I] Role of
Planning

0 uncodeable (no
answer)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

no value

little value

used as circum-
stances permit

significant

integral part

*53 (131 Need for
Planning

0 uncodeable (no
answer)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

no value--should not
be used at all

little value--should
he used less

used about as much
as it should be

significant--should
be used more

everything should be
thoroughly planned

*54 [C] Emergence of Planning

0 uncodeable (no answer)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

still not used

recent development

long-standing practice

Column
Number Score

A)

C)
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Question 05

Is planning influencing the decision-making process
within the State Department of Education?

Question acts as domain in this case.
Column

Intensity Scale Number Score

16. 0 uncodeable (no 16
response)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

no influence

little influence

some influence

pignificant influence

integral part of
decision-making process
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Question #6

How has the planning unit helped you to plan?

Domain Intensity Scale

17. awareness of need to 0 uncodeable (no
evaluate our programs response)

18. available to answer
planning questions

1

19. writing guidelines for
2

plan development 3

20. reviewing and refining
plans

21. provides leadership in
5

the implementation of 6

planning

no help

some help

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22. provides in-service
7 great help

training in Planning 22.
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Question #7

Toward what action plan objectives has measurable
progress been made by your division?

Domains

Question acts as domain in this case.

23. 24.
[A] Number of objec- [B] Level of pro- [C]

tives toward gress.toward
which progress those objec-
has been made. tives.

0 uncodeable (no
resnonse)

0 uncodeable (no
response)

25.
Time as a
factor in
level of
progress

0 uncodeable (no
response)

1 no objectives 1 no progress 1 no importance

2 2 2

3 3 3

4 some objectives 4 some progress 4 some importance

5 5 5

6 6 6

7 many objectives 7 much progress 7 very important

23

24

25
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Question #8

How do you feel about the direction your organiza-
tion is moving?

Domain

51. Question acts as
domain in this case.

Intensity Scale

0 uncodeable (no
answer)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

not satisfied
at all

slightly
satisfied

mostly satisfied

completely
satisfied

Column
Number Score

51.
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Question #9

What changes in the planning process or in the
action plan itself do you feel necessary at this
time?

Domains

26. Increased involvement
of professional staff
with planning

27. Adjustment of org.
structure and functions
to fit plan

28. More time away from
routine duties for
planning

29. More s-fficient use of
man power in division-
level planning

30. Less lead time between
planning and implemen-
tation

31. Less talk about planning
and more aetuz.1 planning

32. Communication and
coordination

33. Greater involvement
in LEA's

Action Plan

55. Priorities established
among objectives

56. Cost estimates attached
to objectives

57. Addition of valuation
strategies

58. Operational definitions
of terms used in
objectives

59. Assigned responsibili-
ties for implementation

Intensity Scale

0 uncodeable
(no responsei

1 maximum change

2

significant
change

3

4 moderate
change

5

slight change
6

7 no change

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60. General revision of plans 60.
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Question #10

What are the roadblocks to change in this
organization?

Domains

36. organization reacts to
problems rather than
anticipates and deals
with problems

37. public relations
(role of nressure
groups)

38. adequate resources
(money and informa-
tion)

39. control system ex-
pressed through
decision-making
process

40. sense of SED mission

41. employee interper-
sonal skills

'42. amount of cooperative
teamwork present

43. informal power group-
ings supporting or
opposing goals of
formal organization

44. degree to which per-
sons within organiza-
tion will support
change

Intensity Scale

0 uncodeable (no
answer)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

major roadblock/
always stops
change

significant
roadblock/usually
stops change

occasional
roadblock

weak roadblock/
seldom stops
desired change

Column
Numbs r Score

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.
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12. What specific methods do you use to determine if
the continuing and specific objectives of your
division are being met?

Domains

4. client satisfaction
surve s (opinion polls,
rev ew of media com-
mentaries)

5. custom made tests

6. independent evaluators

7. informal feedback

8. erformance reviews
interviews, meetings)

9. product analysis
(inspecting and rating
of products which
students have made,
e.g., handwriting,
drawings, projects or
which administrators
have developed, e.g.,
plans, job descriptions,
reports)

10. questionnaires

11. standardized tests

12. task completion inven-
tories (money appropri-
ated, reports completed,
training sessions given,
plans turned in)

13. unobtrusive measures1ZEserii-
zational documents)

14. written progress reports

15. .....____EilmiexcxpillingrallFLiela

indices (product on
functions)

0 uncodeable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

minimum use

moderate use

maximum use

4

5

6

7

8

9

in

13.

12

13

14

15
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11. Have performance standards been established for your
subordinates based on the objectives in your division
plan?

12. Do you have regular performance reviews with your
subordinates?

Question acts as domain

(1) Extent'of Use (2) Weed for
Performance
Standards

0 uncodeable (no 0 uncodeable (no
response) response)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

none at all

to some extent

definitely
IMINIIMIM110.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Column
Number Score

1)

no value--should
2)

not be used at all

little value- -
should be used
less

should be used more

should be used
much more

(3) Existence of Performance
Reviews

0 uncodeable

1 'still not used

2

3

4 used to some extent

5

6

.7 regular rerformance
reviews held

3)


